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CURRENT TOPICS. 





Mx. Justice Currry has announced that he will not hear any 
actions with witnesses during the present sittings beyond those which 
have already been in his daily cause list. On Monday the learned 
judge will take Saturday’s petitions, and on Tuesday further con- 
siderations. 





THE Two pivistons of the Court of Appeal have been enabled, 
by the aid of the Lord Chancellor, to proceed with their work of 
hearing final appeals, while Lord Justice Bowen or Lord Justice 
Lopes have been sitting with Lord Cotermner on divers occasions 
to form a divisional court. There will be no sitting of either 
Court of Appeal on Monday next, but on Tuesday both divisions 
of the court will sit, and in Court of Appeal No. 1 Admiralty 
appeals, with assessors, will be taken. 





Tue supeEs of the Queen’s Bench Division will have returned 
from circuit next week ; but there will remain less than a month of 
sittings forthe disposal of the huge London and Middlesex lists before 
the Summer Assizes come on, and the judges are again on the wing. 
It is understood that some members of the Court of Appeal are 
desirous to resume the practice of going circuit, and, no doubt, if 
they were to do so at the Summer Assizes, the advantage to metro- 
politan suitors would be great, inasmuch as, at the busiest time of 
the year, several courts of the Queen’s Bench Division could be 
kept open for the trial of actions. There would, however, be diffi- 
culties arising from the absence of the bar on circuit. 





Tue case of Re Duff, Muttlebury v. Muttlebury, which we 
report elsewhere, appears to decide definitely the question recently 
discussed in our columns as to the effect of the Apportionment 
Act, 1870, upon the practice of not apportioning dividends on a 
change of investment. We recently stated that the general 
impression was that the rule laid down by Vice-Chancellor 
Kuyperstxy in Scholefield v. Redfern (11 W. R. 453) was un- 
affected by the Act, and that, therefore, after a purchase of stock 
between two dividend days, a tenant for life was entitled to the 
whole dividend declared subsequent to the purchase. And we 
added that this view was acted on in the Chancery Chambers. 
In the recent case one of the questions was whether any part of 
the purchase-money received by executors for shares or stock 
belonging to the testator’s estate which were sold while dividend 
was accruing, but before the declaration of dividend, ought to be 
treated as income of the testator’s estate, or whether the whole 
peieemy ought to be treated as capital. Mr. Justice 

ortH held that there should be no apportionment, but that the 
whole should be treated as capital. And he added that, if a sum 
of Consols was bought during the currency of a half-year, the 
tenant for life would be entitled to the whole dividend on the 
purchased stock. 





On Tuvunspay the Court of Appeal gave their judgment in the 
case of Re Harrison, the question being whether, upon a taxation as 
between solicitor and client, refreshers larger in amount than those 
specified in sub-section 48 of rule 27 of R.S.C., 1883, ord. 65, and which 
han been actually paid by the solicitor to counsel, could be allowed. 
The court agreed with the view of the late Mr. Justice Parson 
(ante, p. 405), that the rule applies to all taxations, and that (in 
the absence of authority given by the client after he has been 





informed by the solicitor that fees of special amount will not be 
allowed as between party and party, and that in any event he 
will have to pay them himself) refreshers exceeding the amounts 
prescribed by the rule cannot be allowed on taxation as between 
solicitor and client. But the court (differing from Mr. Justice 
Pearson) held that, with regard to the fees paid to the leading 
counsel (the present Solicitor-General), the solicitor had an implied 
authority to pay him refreshers of such amount as would be 
reasonably necessary to secure his services, because the plaintiffs 
had selected him as their leading counsel, with full knowledge that 
his services could not be obtained except on the terms of paying 
him special fees. But the court held that there is no rule that 
the fees paid to junior counsel shall bear a certain proportion to 
special fees paid to the leading counsel, though such a rule does 
exist with regard to ordinary fees; and, there being no proof of 
any authority to the solicitor to pay special fees to the junior 
counsel, the court held that the taxing master was right in only 
allowing for them refreshers of the amounts fixed by the rule. 
The case was referred back to the taxing master to exercise his 
discretion as to the amount of the refreshers to be allowed to the 
leading counsel. 





Ir wrt nz seen from the report which we print elsewhere that 
the Court of Appeal, on Wednesday, affirmed the decision of Mr. 
Justice Pearson in Re Emanuel §& Simmonds (ante, p. 420). 
The question, it will be remembered, related to the remuneration 
to which a solicitor is entitled who prepares an agreement for a 
lease, and subsequently a lease in pursuance of the agreement ; 
and it involved the validity of the general practice under which 
solicitors have, in such cases, charged for the agreement according 
to the old system, as altered by Schedule II., and for the lease 
according to the scale in Sched. I, Part 2. The court seem to 
have based their decision on the same ground as Mr. Justice 
Pearson, holding that the preparation of the agreement 
was business “connected with” the lease within the words 
of rule 2 of the Remuneration Order. But, in developing 
this view, the learned judges were driven into some very odd 
propositions. Lord Justice Corron considered that an agreement 
for a lease, which invariably represents the results of concluded 
negotiations, is itself “negotiations for the lease in a certain 
stage”; and Lord Justice Bowen thought that the question 
whether an agreement for a lease was business connected with the 
lease ‘‘ must depend in each case upon whether the agreement was 
single or double—whether the antecedent document was entirely 
collateral to the lease, or only contained stipulations incidental to 
the lease.” An agreement for a lease which is “entirely collateral 
to the lease ’’ is a kind of document of which we have no experience ; 
but if the learned judge meant that an agreement for a lease con- 
taining collateral stipulations which do not appear in the lease is 
not to be considered as business “‘ connected with” the lease, then 
most agreements for building leases will be excluded from the scope 
of the recent decision. This cannot, however, have been intended, 
for in the case before the court there seem to have been stipula- 
tions in the agreement as to repairs and alterations of the premises 
which were collateral tothe lease. It must be taken as the result 
of the decision that, in all ordinary cases, in the absence of 
express stipulation, the preparation of an agreement for a lease 
will be included in the scale fee for preparation of the lease 
and counterpart; and the practical consequence of the decision 
will probably be to add to every agreement for a lease an express 
stipulation that the costs of the agreement shall not be considered 
as part of the business connected with the lease, but shall be paid 
for as prescribed in Schedule II. of the Remuneration Order. 





Mr. Jusrice Curry had before him, the other day, a curious 
question inyolying the construction of section 45 of the Settled 
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Land Act, 1882. In an action of The Duke of Marlborough v. 
Sartoris (ante, p. 485), the plaintiff, who was a tenant for life of 
certain settled lands, sought specific performance of an agreement 
for sale of the lands between himself and a deceased testator, who 
was represented by the defendants. A contract for sale had been 
entered into, and the date for the completion of the purchase was 
fixed for the 25th of December, 1884; but the testator had died 
on the 24th of September, 1884, and it appeared that no notice of 
the contract had been given by the plaintiff to the trustees until the 
25th of August, 1884, so that, atthedate of the testator’s death, there 
was no contract subsisting of which notice had been given not less 
than one month previously ; and, on these grounds, specific perform- 
ance was resisted. Mr. Justice Currry, however, held the contract 
to be binding, and, from the report of his judgment, he seems to 
have arrived at this conclusion on the grounds that ‘‘the Settled 
Land Act, 1882, made a general distinction between the making of 
a sale and the making of a contract to sell”; that “‘a purchaser 
acting in good faith was expressly relieved from being concerned 
to inquire as to the notice’; and that the general effect of the Act 
was that the power of the tenant for life to contract, given by 
section 31, ‘‘should be in every way unfettered.”” With regard to 
the first of these reasons, it is not very apparent in what the 
general distinction relied upon by Mr. Justice Currry consists. 
Section 3 enacts that ‘‘a tenant for life may sell the settled land.” 
Section 31 enacts that ‘‘a tenant for life may contract to make any 
sale.” And the qualifications of the power of sale contained in 
sections 4 and 15 would clearly apply equally to a contract for 
sale. Nor does the fact that the purchaser is relieved from 
inquiring as to the notice by any means imply that he may not 
successfully rely on the absence of such notice as a ground for 
refusing to complete. We must also confess that, after a careful 
consideration of section 45, we cannot discover the “general 
intention’ on which Mr. Justice Curry relies. That section 
provides that ‘‘ A tenant for life, when intending to make a sale, 

shall give notice of his intention on that behalf to the 
trustees,” &c., and concludes as follows: ‘‘ Every letter under this 
section being posted not less than one month before the making by 
the tenant for life of the sale or of a contract for the 
same.” If any definite meaning is to be attached to the last seven 
words, we should certainly have thought that they imposed an 
obligation on a tenant for life to give a month’s notice of a contract 
for sale. The view adopted by the court on the present occasion 
will tend still further to increase the very ample powers conferred 
by the Act on the tenant, for life; for, if he can make a binding 
contract without giving notice to the trustees, the power of the 
latter to control such contracts will apparently be limited to cases 
where the intending purchaser has had notice of fraud (either ex- 
press or implied) previous to the date of the contract. 





We print in another column a letter stating very clearly and 
ably the arguments in favour of the decision in Williams vy. 
Wallasey Local Board (34 W. R. 517, L. R. 16 Q. B. D. 718), 
upon which we commented last week. We do not say that there 
is not much to be said on both sides in this case, but, after con- 
sidering the arguments used by our correspondents, we are not 
even now satisficd of the soundness of the distinction drawn by 
the court, with regard to the application of the 156th section of 
the Public Health Act, between cases where the front of a building 
previously existing has been brought forward, and cases where a 
building is built de novo upon a site previously unbuilt upon, 
farther forward than the adjoining building. Some of the argu- 
ments used by our correspondents are, in substance, those which 
were relied on by the judges in giving their decision, and of course, 
it need hardly be said that they are arguments of weight. We 
ventured, however, last week to point out reasons that occurred to 
us by way of answer which it is unnecessary now to reiterate. 
Our correspondents, for instance, again put forward the argument 
that the ure of the words “ bring forward” and “forming part of 
any street” indicates an existing building. With regard to that 
argument we can only repeat that it is not conclusive to our 
minds for the reasons we have already given. We fail to appreciate 
the suggestion that ‘‘ bring forward ” is the term of art applicable 
to existing buildings, while “set forward” is the term of art 
applicable to new buildings. It is altogether too subtle for us. 
ere is, in our opinion, little, if any, force in the argument that 


——=—A& 
the words ‘‘any addition thereto,” used in the latter part of the 
section, necessarily imply that the earlier part of the section onl 

applies to existing buildings. It was obviously necessary to 
provide for the case of additions to existing buildings, and if the 
earlier part of the section includes, as is not disputed, existing 
buildings, the use of the expression ‘‘addition thereto” is quite 
appropriate, without involving any necessity of construing the 
earlier part of the section as applying exclusively to existing 
buildings. The argument derived by our correspondents from the 
expression ‘‘situated in any street,” used in the 155th section, 
seems to us equally unsubstantial. That section applies only to 
houses taken down to be rebuilt, so that the expression can only 
refer there to existing houses, and we do not see why it is to 
be assumed that ‘‘forming part of any street” in one section 
means the same thing as “situated in any street” in the other. 
You clearly cannot take down a non-existent house, but the ques- 
tion is whether you cannot bring forward a new one. The argu. 
ment appears to us to be a complete petitio principii. The 
provisions in the two sections point, we think, to wholly different 
matters, and the expressions in each must be construed with 
relation to its subject-matter. We are not convinced by the 
arguments brought forward based upon the supposed hardship to 
the owners of sites unbuilt upon involved in their being deprived of 
the use of part of their land without compensation. What our 
correspondents have to shew in order to establish their position in 
this respect is that the hardship is greater in the case of sites 
wholly unbuilt upon than in the case of sites previously partially 
built upon. We must confess that we feel some difficulty in that 
respect. In each case the owner of the land would be deprived, 
without compensation, of the benefit of part of his land by the 
action of the neighbouring owner. We cannot see why the 
previously existing building, covering only part of the land, makes 
so much difference. Because I have previously only partially 
occupied my site for building purposes, why am I to be ina worve 
position than a man who has not used it at all? The truth is that 
all provisions of the sort involve hardship. Our correspondents 
seem rather to have misunderstood us in one respect. We did not 
mean to suggest that the court decided the case in an offhand way 
in the sense that they decided hastily or precipitately, but that the 
judgments rather convey the impression that hardly sufficient con- 
sideration was given to the arguments per contra. A court may 
listen half-a-day to arguments, but, nevertheless, it may sometimes 
happen that, a particular view having strongly occupied their minds 
at first, they never give an appreciative ear to the arguments on the 
other side. Though we have discussed this case at some length, 
with a view of shewing why we cannot feel altogether satisfied 
with the arguments heretofore urged in favour of the decision, we 
do not wish to convey the impression that we have at all a vehe- 
ment opinion one way or the other. The section is not clearly 
worded, and we quite admit that the decision might ultimately 
prove to be right when the matter had been more fully threshed 
out. What we did and do say is that, as it stands, the decision 
does not seem quite satisfactory. Ifthe decision is to be regarded 
as final, it certainly seems to us that, though the decision may be 
right, the law on the subject is unsatisfactory, and requires im- 
mediate alteration. 








The following notice appeared on the paper of the House of Commons 
on the 2st inst.:—On going into Committee of Supply :—Mr. A. 
Thomas,—To move, That, in the opinion of this House, the power now 
exercised by judges of courts of record and other persons exercising 
judicial functions to commit for contempt of court, involving possible 
imprisonment for life, is one which ought to be restricted. 


In concluding the criminal assault trials at the Leeds Assizes on 
Wednesday, Mr. Justice Wills said there had beem thirty-three cases of 
criminal assaults on females in the calendar. Two out of every five had 
ended in acquittal, and very properly so, in his opinion. He trusted that 
in future they would not have so many cases of this class sent for trial, but 
that some discretion would be exercised by the magistrates. In one of 
these cases the learned judge complained of the imperfect way in which 
the hearing of cases before magistrates was conducted. It seemed to be 
the notion that you had only to make a charge, and put two or three peo- 
ple in the box to give some sort of evidence aboutit. That appeared to be 
good enough, down it went; the prisoner was committed for trial; and 
thus the minimum of assistance was given to the assize court. This cer- 
tainly had been so in a great many cases at these assizes. The matter 








should have been more thoroughly gone into before the magistrates. 
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WASTE UNDER A SETTLEMENT BY 
WAY OF TRUST FOR SALE. 


In a settlement effected by means of a trust for sale in the common 
form, the tenant for life of the proceeds of sale is entitled to the 
rents and profits until sale. The question arises, Is he, in the 
absence of express stipulation, impeachable for waste ? a question 
which must be distinguished from the cognate question, Can the 
trustees commit waste ? 

To consider the latter question first—the trustees are at law 
owners of the fee, and, therefore, have a legal right to commit 
waste; there remains the question, Have they an equitable right 
to commit waste? or, in other words, Can they be restrained by 
injunction from so doing? and the further question, To whom do 
the proceeds of the waste belong? Do they belong to the owner 
of the first equitable estate of inheritance, or must they be invested 
as capital ? 

The test whether the trustees may commit any particular 
form of waste is whether it is beneficial to all the cestuis 
que trustent, or to all save those who assent to it, or, which comes 
to the same thing, would the court authorize such waste to he 
committed on a proper application being made to it? (per 
Chelmsford, L.C., Seagram v. Knight, L. R. 2 Ch. 630). As 
an example of this see Waldo v. Waldo (12 Sim. 107), where 
the court sanctioned the acts of trustees who had cut timber which 
was, in fact, fit to be cut as having arrived at maturity. 

The proceeds of timber properly cut by the trustees must be 
invested and applied as if it had arisen under the trust for sale, 
subject to the exception that where it arices from timber cut on 
an estate where the usual course of management is to cut annually, 
as in Wealden districts of Kent and Sussex, or from thinnings, 
it belongs to the tenant for life (Cowley v. Wellesley, L. R. 
1 Eq. 656, 35 Beav. 635; Re Harrison, L. R. 28 Ch. D. 220) 

There is no authority as to the effect of the trustees opening 
mines, but the rents of mines open at the date of the settlement, 
the rents of mining leases granted under the powers contained in 
the settlement, and the profit gained by working turf-pits and 
gravel-pits, open at the date of the settlement, belong to the 
tenant for life (Cowley v. Wellesley, ubi supra). 

The question, whether a tenant for life under a settlement by 
way of trust for sale must be considered as impeacheble for waste, 
was much discussed in Re Ridge (34 W.R. 159,L. R. 31 Ch. D. 504), 
the question being whether, where a lease of unopened mines had 
been granted under the Settled Land Act, 1882, three-fourths or 
one-fourth of the rent and royalties ought to be invested as 
capital. The court held that three-fourths ought to be invested ; 
and Lindley, L.J., in delivering the judgment of the court, 
said, ‘‘ Under the settlement, and apart from any statute, Mrs. M. 
may be regarded as equitable tenant for life of the proceeds of the 
sale of the settled property, and as entitled until sale to the rents 
and profits of that property. She cannot be properly said to be 
either impeachable or unimpeachable for waste. As applied to 
her, those expressions are meaningless. But as there are no open 
mines, quarries, or brickfields, and as there is nothing in the settle- 
ment entitling the trustees to commit waste for her benefit, or 
entitling her to the capital moneys produced by the sale of the 
land, she could only be entitled to the income produced by letting 
~ land to any ordinary tenant or to the income arising from iis 
sale.’ 

If the duties of the trustees and of the tenant for life are 
strictly carried out, difficulties may arise in the management of an 
estate where there is but little timber fit for felling. It may not, 
at any one time, be considered worth while to invest the proseeds or 
share of proceeds that ought to be invested, and yet in the lifetime 
of a long-lived tenant for life the money that ought to have been 
invested may amount to a considerable sum. Several plans have 
been suggested for obviating this difficulty (see ElJph. Introd., p. 
278). It has been proposed to declare in the settlement that, until 
sale, the tenant for life should have all the powers of a tenant for 
life unimpeachable of waste, or to make him actually legal tenant 
for life with power to the trustees to sell with possession in his 
lifetime ; the disadvantage of these schemes is that, on the bank- 
ruptcy of the tenant for life, his trustee in bankruptcy can exercise 
the powers conferred on him. The better plan appears to be to 
tusert a short clause giving to the trustees general powers of 





management, committing waste, &e., till sale, with power to dele- 
gate these powers until sale to the person entitled to the rents and 
profits. The result is that, so long as matters go on smoothly, the 
tenant for life manages the property as if he were actual owner, 
while, if he misbehaves, the trustees can do so. If this scheme is 
adopted, power should be given to the trustees to determine what 
part of the produce of timber, &c., is to be considered as income 
(see the form 2 K. & E. 467). 





LEGISLATION OF THE SESSION. 


THE present session has not, hitherto, been very prolific in Acts, but 
it may be convenient that the attention of our readers should be 
drawn to the leading changes in the law which have been effected up 
to the present time. The Acts of general importance which have 
been printed are the following :— 


LAND REGISTRY OFFICE, 


49 Vict. c. 1.—AN ACT TO MAKE TEMPORARY PROVISION FOR THE 
CoNnDUCT OF THE BUSINESS OF THE OFFICE OF LAND REGISTRY. 


This Act, which was introduced by the late Lord Chancellor, 
merely provides that the Lord Chancellor may make regulations 
for the conduct of the office of land registry during vacancy in 
the office of registrar [caused by the death of Mr. Follett, Q.C.] and 
for assigning the functions of the registrar to the assistant registrar. 
By regulations made shortly after the passing of the Act, the Lord 
Chancellor has assigned all the functions of the registrar to Mr. 
R. H. Holt, the assistant registrar. The Act is expressed to be tem- 
perary, both in the title and the preamble. 





FRESHWATER FISHERIES ACT, 1878. 


49 Vict. c. 2,—ANn Act To DECLARE THE MEANING oF SECTION 11 
OF THE FRESHWATER FISHERIES ACT, 1878, 80 FAR AS REGARDS 
EELS. 


The 11th section of the Freshwater Fisheries Act, 1878 (41 & 42 
Vict. c. 39), imposes a penalty of not more than forty shillings on any 
person selling ‘‘fceshwater fish” during the close season, “ fresh- 
water fish” being defined in that section as including all kinds of 
fish, other than pollan, trout, and char, which live in fresh water, 
except those kinds which migrate to or from the open sea.” It was held 
in Brudley v Price (55 L. J. M. C. 53) that eels did not come within 
this exception. Hence the present Act, which, after reciting that 
‘‘doubts have arisen,’ &c., declares that ‘‘ freshwater fish,” in 
section 11 of the Act of 1878, ‘‘ does not include eels,” but it is pro- 
vided that ‘‘ nothing herein contained shall be deemed to authorize 
angling for eels” during the close season. As regards angling, 
therefore, the law is left unaltered by this Act, andif Bradley v. Price 
is correct, angling for eels is unlawful in the close season. 


MARRIAGE LAWS. 


49 Vict. c. 3.—AN AcT TO REMOVE DouBTs AS TO THE VALIDITY OF 
CERTAIN MARRIAGES. 


This Act, unlike many of the numerous Marriage Confirmation 
Acts (see a list of them in the Index to the Revised Statutes, 
Appendix XI.), is prospective, as well as retrospective. It provides 
that marriages by banns in England shall not be invalid by reason 
only that one of the parties was, at the time of the banns in 
England, resident in Scotland, and that banns were published in the 
church of the parish where such party was resident according to tho 
law of Scotland, and not in the manner required for the publication 
of banns in England. The mode of publication of banns in Scotland, 
which is prescribed by 10 Anne c. 10, s, 7, does not very materially 
differ from that in England, but the Scotch law is not strict, as it 
does not expressly require the publication to be on the three Sundays 
before the marriage nor at any particular period of Divine service. 


49 Vict. c. 14.—An AoT FoR EXTENDING THE HouRS WITHIN WHICH 
MARRIAGES MAY BE LAWFULLY SOLEMNIZED. 


This is the most important Act as yet passed in the present 
session. By 4 Geo. 4, c. 76, s. 21, it is felony, punishable by fourteen 
years penal servitude, without any power for the court to inflict a 
less sentence, for any clergyman to solemnize a marriage at any 
other time than between eight and twelve in the forenoon, and, by 
the 62nd canon, any minister is prohibited, on pain of suspension 
for three years, from marrying persons by licence at any time except 
between these hours and in time of Divine service. The present Act 
enacts that in 4 Geo. 4, c. 76, 8. 21, the words eight a.m. and three 
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p-m. shall be substituted for “‘ eight and twelve o’clock in the fore- 
noon,” and adds that ‘‘ no person shall be subject to any proceedings 
in any court, ecclesiastical or temporal, for solemnizing matrimony 
between the aforesaid hours of eight in the forenoon and three in 
the afternoon.” It will be observed that there is no direct obligation 
imposed upon the clergy to solemnize marriages during the extended 
hours, and that the obligation (long disregarded, but still part of 
the canon law) to solemnize marriages during Divine service only is 
left untouched ; and, further, that, whereas the prohibition of the 
statute extends to all marriages, except those by special licence from 
the Archbishop of Canterbury, the prohibition of the canon is con- 
fined to marriages by licence, and does not include marriages by 
banns. The material amendment now made in the statute law will, 
it is hoped, lead to the passing of a canon by Convocation bringin, 
the canon law into express harmony with the new statute law, an 
also repealing the obsolete obligation to solemnize marriages during 
Divine service. 


VACATING OF SEATS IN HOUSE OF COMMONS. 


49 Vicr. c. 16.—AN AcT TO AMEND THE LAW IN REGARD TO THE 
VACATING OF SEATS IN THE HovsE oF CoMMONS. 


This Act carries out a very necessary object by a very elaborate 
procedure. By the common law of Parliament a member becoming 
incurably lunatic is said to vacate his seat (see Rogers on Elections, 
chapter 5, citing the Grampound Election case in 1566 and Alcock’s case, 6 
Hats. 35n.), but no case in modern times has shewn how the seat can 
be avoided. The present statute procures the avoidance by the fol- 
lowing process. The duty is thrown upon “the court, judge, 
magistrate, or person”? on whose order, and on every medical prac- 
titioner upon whose certificate, any member has been detained in any 
house, &c., as a lunatic, and also upon the proprietor of the house, 
to certify such detention to the Speaker, and any two members of 
the House of Commons may also certify that they are credibly 
informed of the detention. The Speaker is to transmit the cerlifi- 
cates to the Commissioners of Lunacy, who are forthwith to visit the 
member, and report to the Speaker whether he is of unsound mind. 
If they report that he is, the Speaker, after the expiration of six 
months, is to require the commissioners again to visit and examine 
the member, ‘‘and if they shall report that he is still of unsound 
mind, the Speaker shall forthwith lay both reports on the table of 
the House of Commons, and thereupon the seat of the member shall 
be vacant,”’ and a new writ is to be made out. Medical men and 
others wilfully contravening the Act are made liable to a penalty of 
an more than £100, to be recovered with costs by action in the High 

urt. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE PUBLIC HEALTH ACT, 1875, S. 156. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. 


Sir,—The views expressed in your editorial remarks in last Satur- 
day’s issue on the recent case of Williams v. The Wallasey Local 
Board will doubtless be accepted without question by many of your 
readers, but we think you have not gone far enough into the question 
at issue, and therefore we shall be glad if you will permit us to shew 
why the decision of Justices Mathew and Smith is the only one 
which could have been logically and justly arrived at. 

In the first place, the appellant was entitled to have the section 
strictly construed, because the alleged offence of which he had been 
convicted by the magistrates is no offence at all unless distinctly 
made #0 by the Act. 

The 156th section deals with ‘‘a house or building forming part of 
any street,” and unless there is such a house or building it has no 
application ; therefore the first question is, whether that phrase means 

y an existing house, or whether it also includes a building in 
course of erection. 

The term “bring forward” has a well-understood meaning as 
applied to an existing house, and the metaphor is lost in the common 
use of the words. But it is not a correct term to apply to buildings 
not yet erected, which are “‘ set back or forward” with reference to a 
given line. That is the expression used in section 155, which deals 
with a new building to be erected in the same situation as a house or 
ee situate in any street” which has been taken down in order 
to be rebuilt, ‘ 

The 156th section not only says that it shall not be lawful to bring 
forward a house or building forming part of a street, but also pro- 
hibits the building of ‘‘ any addition thereto.” The word “‘ thereto ” 
clearly has reference to ‘‘a house or building forming part of any 


street,” and as you cannot add to what does not exist, it follows that 
the expression ‘‘ house or building forming part of any street” means 





only an existing house. Therefore the section applies only to existing 
houses or buildings. 

The 155th section speaks of a house or building “‘ situate in any 
street’ which has been taken down, therefore a house situate in any 
street must mean an existing house. But the expressions ‘‘ house 
situate in any street,” and ‘house forming part of any street,” are 
undistinguishable; therefore, if the former is an existing house 
which can be taken down, the latter must also be a house actually 
existing, and capable of being taken down, or ‘‘ brought forward,” 
or added to. 

Local boards have power, under section 157, to make bye-laws 
regulating the width of new streets, but they have no power to 

rescribe ‘‘a line of frontage” for buildings, and cannot compel 

uilders to conform to a uniform line. The nearest aoyrenee to that 
is contained in the 155th section, which empowers the board to pre- 
scribe the line in which the new house erected in lieu of an old one 
shall be erected, but directs that the board shall pay compensation 
for any loss or damage sustained in consequence of the new house 
being “‘ set back or forward.” It would be unfair to builders of new 
houses upon land previously unbuilt upon if the local authority 
could prescribe the line of frontage, and require such new houses to 
be ‘‘ set back” from the line of the street without paying compensa- 
tion. In Williams’ case the Wallasey Local Board really claimed the 
right to make him ‘‘set back” his proposed new shops without 
tendering compensation, on the strength of the Act which says that 
it shall not be lawful to ‘‘ bring forward” any (existing) house or 
building. 

If the Legislature intended the 156th section to apply to new 
houses to be erected in new streets, the words of the Metropolis 
Management Amendment Act, 1862, might have been copied—“ that 
no building, structure, or erection shall be erected beyond the general 
line of buildings in any street.” But the words of the 156th section 
of the Public Health Act are altogether different. There is nothing 
about a general line of buildings, nor any authority to anyone to fix 
a line of frontage. 

In Williams’ case the buildings ‘‘on either side” were either some 
wooden erections which the board contended were not ‘“ buildings,” 
or a brick and slated building fronting the street, but standing back 
thirty-eight feet. If the board had the authority which they 
claimed, they could have arbitrarily compelled Williams to set back 
thirty-eight feet, which is reducing the argument to an absurdity. 

In conclusion, we may say that the court did not decide this case 
in an offhand way. The judges patiently listened to all the quasi 
arguments which a learned Q.C. had to urge on behalf of the board, 
and then, without calling upon our own counsel to reply, delivered 
their judgment, without Rechetion and with perfect unanimity. 

Liverpool, May 24. '  _FropsHam & NICHOLSON. 


[See observations under the head of Current Topics.—Eb. S.J.] 





A COUNTY COURT SIGNBOARD. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—Fixed up outside a county court within eleven miles from 
Chancery-lane is a list of solicitors attending that court. Is this a 
usual and proper practice? I enclose a copy of the notice-board for 
publication or not, as you see fit. H. Y. 

London, May 25. 


[The copy of the notice-board enclosed by our correspondent is 
headed ‘‘ Names and addresses of solicitors attending the County 
Court,” and gives both the London and country addresses of cer- 
tain solicitors. We are not aware that the practice is either usual or 
proper ; it is certainly not adopted in the county courts within our 
cognizance.—ED, S, J.] 











CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL, 


REG. » JUDGE OF THE BLOOMSBURY OOUNTY OOURT— 
OC. A. No. 1., 26th May. 


Exection LAw—PARuiAMENTARY Exection—Rertvitnine Orricer’s CHARGES 
—Arr ication For Taxation—38 & 39 Vicr. c. 84, 8. 4 


This was an appeal from an order of Denman and Wills, JJ., dischargings 
rule nisi for a prohibition to prevent the county court judge from preceeg e 
returning officer’s charges. The parliamentary election for the Harrow ivi- 
sion of Middlesex took place on December 4, and the return day was 02 
December 17. The account of the returning officer’s charges was sent 
to the candidates on December 30. By section 4 of 38 & 39 Vict. ©. 
84, if the person from whom payment is claimed objects to any part of 
the claim, he may, within fourteen days from the time when the account is 





transmitted to him, apply to the —— court having jurisdiction at the 
(aes of nomination for the election for a taxation of the account. 
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sae December 31 the candidates’ agents wrote to the registrar of the county | C., Lord Esuer, M.R., and Fry, L.J.) affirmed the decision. They said 
xisting court for an appointment to tax, and the registrar fixed a day. A doubt | that the question was the same as if the plaintiff was suing on the bill 
having arisen as to whether the judge was not the proper person to make | instead of on the original debt. As between the plaintiff and defendant 
In any the order to tax, an application was made to the judge on the 25th of | notice of dishonour had been waived, and the effect of such a waiver was 
im any January (the judge not having sat till then), who made an order for | co-extensive with the effect of notice of dishonour. Now, by section 49, 
‘ house taxation and referred it to the registrar. The returning officer, contended | sub-section 4, of the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, notice of dishonour 
t,” are that the application to tax was not made within fourteen days, but was | given by an indorser liable on the bill enured for the benefit of the 
house made on the 25th of January, as the application must be made to the {| holder. The waiver, therefore, enured for the benefit of Kimber, 
ctually judge in court, unless the judge had deputed his powers to the registrar, | who could have sued the defendant on the bill, and the plaintiff being 
ward.” which he had not done in this case, and that, therefore, the judge had no | the holder at the time of action brought, could sue the defendant on it or 
’ jurisdiction, and obtained a rule for a prohibition which the Queen’s Bench | on the consideration.—Covunsgi, Tatlock ; Jelf, Q.C., and L. G@. Pike. 
ela Division discharged. On appeal, the court (Lord Herscuztt, C., Lord | Soxicrrors, H. Kimber, Elliott, § Co. ; Sidney Toppin. 
“AGW Esuzr, M.R., and Fry, L.J.), said that the application to tax was made ‘ fk 
wer to on the 3lst of December to the proper officer of the court, and it was not , 
compel necessary to make it to the judge in court, for if it were it would often be | HAMILTON, FRASER, & OO. ». THAMES AND MERSEY MARINE 
to that impossible to obtain taxation, county court judges sometimes not sitting INSURANCE ©O.—C. A. No. 1, 22nd May. 
O pre- forsome weeks. The application was, therefore, in time. The ju Maxine Insurance—Perms Insurep AGAINST—GENERAL Worps—Bvrst- 
1d one made the order to tax on the 25th of January, and there did not appear inc or Pump—Damace or Pompe. 
sation to be any limit of time within which the judge must make such order, Thi . . all lr : poe 
hows the only limit being as to the time within ‘which the application to tax et asoelel any e an mer yg pee against un —_ 
f new must be made. The appeal was dismissed.—Counszt, 2. G. Glenn and th. & Ping ’ a which it a pes oe pm was @ ee 
thority Rose-lnnes ; Henn Collins, Q.0., and Ferguson; Garrett. i inary form upon the : nchmaree, upon the 
» ‘*including donkey engines, pumps, and all connec- 
ses to —— tions.”’ e perils insured against were of the seas, men-of-war, fire, 
pensa- OLARKE v. MILLWALL DOCK 00.—C.A. No. 1, 24th, 25th, and 26th | enemies, &c., and of all other perils, losses, or misfortunes that have or 
ed the May. shall come to the hurt, detriment, or damage of the subject-matter of 
rithout _ ann T T : D _s the insurance or any thereof.”” During the continuance of the 
s that — one > Pat = ety PROM MISTRESS—SHIP BEING | policy, while the ship was at anchor, it became necessary, for the purposes 
use oF tte gg ect sett co agg of the voyage, to pump out the main boilers by means of the donkey 
This was an action for an illegal distress, which arose under the follow- | engine in the usual way. The pump and machinery were in good con- 
oO new ing circumstances:—The defendants let a dock to Gilbert at a | dition, but by some means a valve, which should have been open, was 
ropa certain rent. Gilbert contracted with France to build him a ship, to be | either shut or choked, and, in consequence, the air chamber in the pump 
ht paid for by instalments as the ship advanced towards completion. After | became overcharged and burst, and the pump was damaged. The plain- 
that some of the instalments had been paid, but before the ship was finished, | tiffs sued, upon the policy, for the damage to the machinery, and the 
eneral the defendants distrained upon the ship for rent in arrear due by Gilbert. | parties were not agreed as to whether the valve was closed by the negli- 
ection France having died, his executor, the plaintiff, brought the present action, | gence of the crew or was accidentally choked. The plaintiffs contended 
othiug contending that the ship was exempt from distress within the rule laid | that the injury was the result of a peril insured against, the loss coming 
to fix down in Gisbourn v. Hurst (Salk. 249) and Simpson v. Hartopp, (1 Sm. Lead. | within the general words at the end of the clauses. The Queen’s Bench 
Cas.), that ‘‘ things delivered to a person exercising a trade to be carried, ! Division (Mathew and Smith, JJ.) held that the defendants were liable. 
some wrought, or manufactured in the way of his trade”’ are exempt from distress. | On appeal, Lixp.ey and Lorgs, L.JJ. (Lord Esuer, M.R., dissenting), 
ings,” It was contendedthat the word “‘ delivered ”’ in that rule was not to be taken | held that the loss was covered by the general words in the clause, and 
‘ back literally, but must be taken to apply to goods belonging to one person on the | that the defendants were liable. They said that they were unable to 
’ the remises of a trader, and in the charge of the tradesman for the purpose of | distinguish the case from Zhe West India Telegraph Co. v. Home and 
b ? ing wrought, which had not been ph a delivered, but had originated | Colonial Marine Insurance Co. (29 W. R. 92, L. R. 6 Q. B. D. 51), where the 
| on the premises. The Court of Appeal (Lord Herscuext, C., Lord Esuzr, | Court of Appeal held that shipowners were entitled to recover under a 
ity. M.R., and Fry, L.J.), affirming the decision of Pollock, B., gave | similar policy for damage to the ship caused by the bursting of the boiler 
3 Case judgment for the defendants. They said that they had only to consider | through steam pressure, the general words at the end of the clause 
quast whether the case came within the above rule, not whether the rule ovght | covering such explosion. The donkey engine was used for the purposes 
oard, to be extended to a case like this. It was an essential part of the rule | of the voyage in connection with the navigation of the ship, and so the 
ivered that there must be a delivery. To come within the rule the goods must | loss was caused by the bursting of part of the machinery connected with 
be entrusted by the owner to a trader to be wrought, and the owner must | the motive power of the vessel. The loss.was, therefore, covered by the 
ON. be entitled to the possession of them, it being necessary for trade and | general words in the clause enamerating the perils. Lord Esusr, M.R., 
IJ commerce that goods so entrusted should be exempt from distress, other- | said that in the Home and Colonial Insurance case the accident was — 
‘a. wise no one would send his goods. Actual delivery was not always | different, as there the accident was caused by a steam explosion, and there 
necessary, for supposing the ship were finished and the person who | was a sufficient similarity between a fire, one of the perils enumerated, 
ordered it was entitled to the immediate possession of it, and then ordered | and an explosion by steam to enable the court to say that the loss was 
an alteration in it, the law would consider that there had been a delivery | covered by the general words in the clause. That decision extended the 
tothe ship-builder for the purpose of the alteration bein e, and | meaning of those general words to their extreme limit. The explosion in 
would not compel a taking of possession of the ship and a delivery back tu | the present case was not like fire, there being no heat nor steam, but 
from the builder. In the present case there was no delivery, actual or con- | merely water pumped into the engine. It was not like any of the other 
this a structive, and though the property in the completed portions of the ship | enumerated perils insured against, and so did not come within the general 
rd. for passed to the plaintiff on payment of the instalments, the plaintiff was | words, which only covered perils of a like nature to those enumerated.— 
x not entitled to the possession, as it was necessary for the builder to retain | Counset, Cohen, Q.C., Myburgh, Q.C , and J. G. Barnes; Sir C. Russell, 
possession to enable him to complete the py” The distress was, there- | A.G., Sir R. E. Webster, Q.C., French, Q.C., and Synnott. Soxicrrors, 
nt i fore, lawful.—Oounset, Finlay, Q.0., and McCall; Cohen, Q.C., and W. | T. W. Rossiter, for Hoyle, Shipley, ¢ Hoyle, Newcastle-on-Tyne; Gregory, 
al Graham. Soxtcrrors, G. L. P. Eyre § Co. ; Blunt § Lawford. Roweliffes, § Co., for Hill, Dickinson, Lightbound, § Diekinson, Liverpool. 
cer- 
1al or COULCHER »v. TOPPIN—C. A. No. 1, 24th May. CAIRD ». MOSS—C. A. No. 2, 24th May. 
n our Buu or Excuancz—Norice or Dishonourn—Watver or—For wuosk | REcTIFICATION OF AGREEMENT—JURISDICTION—ReEs JupIcATA—AGREEMENT 
Bengrit WAIvER Envres—Buits or Excuanor Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vier. EXECUTED UNDER A JUDGMENT. 
mG), 8. This was an appeal from a decision of Kay, J. (34 W. R. 485), the 
This was an action to recover £47 for work done. The defendant | question being as to the jurisdiction of the court to rectify an agreement. 
egg that he had given and indorsed to the plaintiff, on account of the e agreement in question related to the sale of a ship, and a question 
ebt, a bill of exchange dated the 4th of July, payable in three months, | arose upon its construction whether the plaintiffs were entitled, in respeot 
drawn by the defendant on, and accepted by, Whitehead, and that notice | of certain costs and expenses, to priority over a m debt of the de- 
of dishonour was not given. The plaintiff replied that notice of dis- | fendants. An action was brought by the defendants in the Lancaster Chan- 
honour had been waived. The day before the bill became due the | cery Court against the plaintiffs, in which it was decided, first by the Vice- 
RT— defendant wrote to the plaintiff a letter stating that the acceptor was | Chancellor of that court, and afterwards by the Court of Appeal, that, on 
dead, and that he was afraid the bill would not met, though it might | the construction of the agreement, the defendants were entitled to priority 
aii be eventually, and directing the plaintiff what to do with it. The plain- | over the plaintiffs. laintiffs paid to the defendants the amount 
tiff had, in fact, indorsed away the bill for value to a Mr. Kimber, and | which was found due to them under this judgment, and brought the 
; was not the holder of it at the time it fell due. After the bill became | present action for the rectification of the agreement by i words 
ring due the plaintiff took it up from Mr. Kimber and brought this action. | which would expressly give them the priority over the defendants which 
g the The defendant contended that at the time the bill was due Kimber was | they had claimed in the former action upon the construction of the agree- 
Divi- the holder, and that waiver of the notice of dishonour must be to the | ment as it stood. Kay, J., held that the jud t in the former action 
13 OD person who was tlcn the holder, and that such waiver did not, like notice | was not a bar to the relief claimed by the plant in the present action. 
sent of dishonour itself, enure for the benefit of the holder; that, therefore, as | The Court of Appeal (Corron, Lrxp.Ey, Lorrs, L.JJ.), held that an 
t. C. Kimber had not given notice of dishonour to the tiff, he could not ment which was dead or executed could not be rectified. 
rt of sue on the bill, and the plaintiff was not bound to pay Kimber, and | If the agreement was there would be no means of setting 
int is eould I ited paying him, obtain a right of action the defendant, | aside the former judgment or com the defendants to refund the 
; the the bill i @ gone as well as the de Huddleston, B., | money which “ye ¢ had received. tiffs ought to have brought 
On ®ve. judgment for the plaintiff. The Court of Appeal (Lord Hzrscuxx1, } cross-action in the Lancaster Court. present action must be dis- 
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missed.—Cocnset, Sir H. Davey, 8.G., and R. Neville; Hastings, Q.C., 
and §. Hail. Soutcrrors, Wynne, Holme, § Wynne ; Chester, Mayhew, § Co. 





Re THE RUTHIN AND CERRIG-Y-DRUIDION RAILWAY CO.— 
C. A. No. 2, 20th May. 
Rarway — ABANDONMENT — CoMPENSATION TO LANDOWNER — COLLATERAL 
InsuRY¥—PARcIAMENTARY Deposit. 


The question in this case was as to the extent of a landowner’s right to 
receive compensation, for injury done to his land by the abandonment of 
a railway, out of the Parliamentary deposit which had been made upon the 
application for the Act by which the railway company had been incor- 
porated. The company’s Act of incorporation provided, by section 23, that 
the money deposited on the application for the Act should be applied 
** towards compensating any landowners or other persons whose property 
may have been interfered with or otherwise rendered less valuable by the 
commencem< nt, construction, or abandonment of the railway or any 
portion thereof, or who may have been subjected to jujury or loss in 
consequence of the compulsory power of taking property conferred upon 
the company by this Act, and for which injury or loss no compensation or 
inadequate compensation shall have been paid, and shall be distributed in 
tatisfaction of such compensation as aforesaid in such manner and in such 
proportions as the Chancery Division of the High Court of Justice may 
deem fit." The Act which authorized the abandonment of the railway 
provided that, subject to the provisions of section 23 of the former Act 
with respect to compensation, the Chancery Division might order the 
deposit to be paid out as therein mentioned. The question was whether 
a landowner was entitled to compensation for loss by reason of the breach 
by the company of covenants which they had entered into with him to 

e aud maintain a station on the Jand which was to have been taken 
from him, and to fence off his adjoining land. Bacon, V.C., refused to allow 
the claim, and the Court of Appeal (Corron, Lixptey, and Lorgs, L.JJ.) 
affirmed the decision. Corron, L.J., said that the question was whether 
the appellant’s land had been deteriorated by the abandcnment of the 
Failway. In Re Potteries, &¢., Railway Co. (L. R. 25 Ch. D, 251) the 
court laid down the rule that the diminution in value must be estimated 
by comparing the respective values of the land immediately before and 
immediately after the abandonment. The point which now arose was not 
considered in that case—viz., how fara claim for compensation must be 
confined to the action of the company under its statutory powers alone; 
how far the covenants might be taken into account in estimating the injury 
to the landowner due to the : handonment of the railway. It was clear that 
damages for a mere breach « covenant did not come within the section ; 
but there might be cases in which there was such a covenant that the 
mere abandonment of the railway made its performance impossible, and 
in such cases the consequent loss might be taken into account in estimating 
the diminution in the value of the and. The covenant to make a station 
was of that nature. But it was for the appellant to shew that his land 
had, in fact, suffered depreciation by the abandonment of the railway. 
Primé facie it would seem impossible that the abandonment could fail to 
cause a loss to the property by the non-building of the station. But the 
evidence shewed that there was already a station close by, and it was not 
sh2wn that the traffic at the station would have been anything 
different from that at the existing station. The appellant had not shewn that 
there would be any lors caused to him by the breach of the covenant to build 
the station. As to the fences, the abandonment of the railway was not 
wecessarily an abandonment of the covenant to make fences. It was at 
least very doubtful whether such a claim would be within section 23, 
but the appellant had made out no substantial case by his evidence, and 
therefore as to both claims the appeal must be dismissed. Lixpviey, L J., 
thought that the section, which appeared to be a common form, ought not to 
be extended so as necessarily to include compensation for covenants 
broken. The railway might be made, and the covenant not performed, 
or the railway might be abandoned and the covenant performed. If 
abandonment and breach were indistinguishable the loss by the breach 
might be taken into account, but if they could be sepsrated the breach 
must not be counted. The appellant had not established that the abandon- 
ment would isjure hie property, either as to the station or the fence. 
Lorss, I..J., could not take quite such a liberal view of the section. He 
thought compensation could be obtained out of the deposit only for de- 
Preciation due to the non-exercise by the railway company of ite statutory 
vowers, and that the compensation could not be increased by reason of 

‘1 closes of collateral benefits. Arrangements made by the company with 
2 outside the Act having become impracticable, the consequent 
Joes could nct be called in sid to increase the compeneation, which should 
be given only for depreciation caused directly by the abandonment. As 
to the measure of injury laid down in R- Potteries, $c., Railway Co., his 
lordship would have arrived at that decision with some hesitation. By 
the time the abandonment was decided on the intention to abandon would 
have been known, and the land would be practically of much the same 
value then as after the abandonment. In the present case, however, no 
was proved.—Covsset, Barber, 0.C., and Methold ; Millar, QC, 

and Swinfen Bady. Sorscirons, Robinson, Preston, & Stow ; Rooks § Co. 





BOMPAS +. KING—C. A. No. 2, 20th May. 


Montoson —Reveurriox—Atiowaxces To Montoacee 1x Possesston— 
Monutcace or Crivn. 


The question in this case was as to the allowanves to which mortgagees 
in possession under a mortgage of « club were entitled for the expenses 
A carrying om the business of the clab. The action was brought y the 
teancheree of 2 recomd mortgage of the club against the first mortgagees, 
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claiming an account and other relief. The property formerly belonged to 
one Tattenhall, who mortgaged it to a company, who entered into posses. 
sion, and let out the apartments to tenants, many of the letting agreements 
containing stipulations for the supply of attendance and cooked food to the 
tenants, the food being generally supplied at prices according to a tariff 
from time to time fixed by a receiver and manager acting for the mort. 
gagees. The mortgage to the company was paid off, and the property 
was sold to a purchaser, who then mortgaged it to the defendants for 
£55,000, and the next day executed a second mortgage to the company, 
This second mortgage was afterwards transferred to the plaintiff. The 
defendants, tke interest on their murtgage being in arrear, entered into 
possession of the property, many of the rooms in which were still held 
under the agreements with the tenants of the company. The defendants 
continued to employ the same receiver and manager, and he continued to 
supply those tenants and others with cooked food and attendanceit the same 
way asbefore. Thisresulted m aloss,and the question was whether thedefend. 
antswere, under their mortgage deed, entitled to manage the property, and 
to be allowed in their accounts for any loss incurred by supplying cooked 
food and attendance to the tenants. The mortgage contained a power to 
‘manage’? the hereditaments and to enter into receipt of the “rents 
and profits,” but there was no assignment of any chattels or of the busi- 
ness, and no reference to the supply of cooked food or attendance. Kay, 
J., held that the defendants had properly managed the property, and 
were entitled to be allowed the loss, not only out of the rents, but out of 
the surplus of the proceeds of the sale of the property, which the defend. 
ants had sold under their power of sale. The Court of Appeal (Corrtox, 
Linp.ey, and Lops, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. Corron, L..J., said the 
court had had no doubt that the mortgagees were entitled to be allowed 
the losses incurred in the management out of the rents, but had felt some 
difficulty as to whether they could recoup themselves out of the surplus 
proceeds of sale. The expenses in question were expenses without which 
the profits could not have been earned. And, on the construction of the 
deed, the court were of opinion that the defendants were entitled to 
recoup themselves the losses sustained out of the surplus proceeds of sale. 
Lixptey and Lorgs, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, R. C. Dobbs ; Hastings, 
Q.C., and Frank Evans. Soutcrrors, Burrows § Barnes ; Newman, Hayes, § 
%. 





Re FOX—C. A. No. 2, 24th May. 
unacy—Power or Court Tro AuTHoRIzE Mortcsce or Lunaric’s Estate. 


In this case a question arose as to the power of the court in lunacy, to 
authorize a mortgage of property of a lunatic. The lunatic was, as one of 
the co-heiresses-at-law of an uncle who had died intestate, entitled toa 
moiety of certain realestate. The uncle was, at the time of hisdeath, indebted 
to a large amount, and, after his personal estate hud been exhausted, debts to 
a considerable amount remained unpaid. These debts were not in any 
way charged on the real estate. It was proposed to raisea sum bya 
mortgage of the entirety of the real estate of the uncle for the purpcse of 
paying the remaining debts, and the court was asked to sanction the mort- 
gage on behalf of the lunatic. The court (Corron, Linpiey, and Lopss, 
L.JJ.) were of opinion that the mortgage was for the benefit of the lunatic, 
because it would prevent the bringing of an action to administer the real 
estate of the uncle, and that, therefore, they had power to sanction it. 
But they said that the mortgage must not contain any covenant on behalf 
of the lunatic for the payment of the mortgage debt or interest thereon, 
and that there must be a proviso that the mortgagee should not exercise 
his power of sale or foreclose the mortgage as regarded the interest of the 
lunatic for default in payment of principal or interest by the other c- 
heiress.—Covtnset, Phipson Beale. Soxicrrors, Cheston § Sons. 


HALL v. HEWARD—C. A. No. 2, 18th May. 


*,* There was a clerical error in the note of this case (ante, p. 484), the 
word ‘‘ mortgagee ”’ beirg printed for ‘‘ mortgagor ’’ in the first line. As the 
action was for the redemption of a mortgage, it is obvious that the 
plaintiff, who was an executrix, could not have been the executrix of the 
mortgagee. We may add that the plaintiff had tendered to the defendants 
the whole amount due on the mortgage (which included both real and 
ge property) with a reconveyance (in accordance with the decision 
n Pearce v. Morris, 18 W.R. 196, L. R. 5 Ch. 227) containing a clause 
‘subject to the equity of redemption of any one entitled thereto, other 
than” the plaintiff, and the defendants had declined to reconvey the 
real estate, use the heir-at-law of the mortgagor was not to be found. 
The Court of Appeal held that the heir-at-law was not a necessary party to 
the action, but that the — was entitled to redeem the whole of the 
mortgaged property, real and personal, and that the defendants must pay 
the costs of the action. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE, 
Re BROADWOOD—Chitty, J., 22nd May. 

R. 8. ©., 1883, LV. 2, Sun-secrions 1, 5—Payment ovr—Pertirion oR 
Summons—Arriication unper Truster Reciey Acts were Fuxp 
excerns £1,000. 

In this case the question arose whether an application for payment out, 
under the Trustee Relief Acta, of a sum excee ing £1,000 should be by 
petition, notwithstanding that the title of the applicant elengly depended 
on proof of his birth. It appeared that the sum stood to the separate 
account of the applicant contingently on his attaining twenty-one. 4 
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ition had been eee for payment out, and it was contended that 
8. C., 1883, LYV., 2, sub-section 1, providing for applications for 
payment out to be disposed o* in chambers where the title depends only 
upon proof of identity, or the birth, marriage, or death of any person, was 
qualified by sub-acttion 5, which directs applications under the Trustee 
Relief Acts for payment of surus less than £1,000 to be made in chambers 
Ourtry, J., said that the application should undoubtedly have been made 
on summons in chambers. The only matter to be shewn when making 
the application was the applicant’s birth, and that brought the applica- 
tion within sub-section 1. The was no qualification of sub-section 1 
implied by the limit mentioned in sub-section 5. Both were rules general 
in their terms and of an affirmative character, and in no way in conflict. 
He, however, personally, took a somewhat liberal view as to the discretion 
to be allowed to counsel in choosing the mode of application. He was 
aware that it was often difficult for counsel to be sure as to which was the 
better mode of making the application, and he took that into account. 
The general rule was that, although the proper mode was to make in 
chambers wereeues like that before him, yet there were often circum- 
stances which justified proceeding by petition. He entirely agreed with 
the remarks of Pearson, J., in Re Rhodes (34 W. R. 270, L. R. 31 Ch. D. 
499) as to the advantages afforded by proceeding in court. There were 
many applications where the facts or points were complicated or difficult, 
especially in the class of cases within sub-sections 5 and 7. In such cases 
the advantages of a petition were great. When there was a petition the 
case was usually well sifted by counsel, and also put in a form easy to 
follow; whereas, on summons in chambers, the chief clerk often had to 
ask for a further statement, which, when made, was as long as a petition 
and more imperfect. In cases of that kind a petition was cheaper, better, 
and more expeditious than a summons. However, in no case did he refuse 
to make an order when the case was by petition ; all that he did when the 
application should have been by summons was to disallow the additional 
costs. He desired to add that, as it was his custom in chambers to hear 
counsel, he had seen the great advantages afforded in these applications by 
the assistance of counsel. Speaking with the utmost respect for the 
other members of the profession, he was constrained to say that he could 
not, as a rule, obtain from them in chambers the same degree of assistance. 
In the case before him, being confident that the petition was presented 
in good faith, he would, although not with the intention of creating any 
precedent, make an order, with costs, as prayed, especially as the appli- 
cant alone would have to pay the costs,—CovnsgL, Spence. Soicrrors, 
Johnson, Budd, § Johnson. 

























Re DUFF, MUTTLEBURY +. MUTTLEBURY—North, J., 19th 
May. 
Witt—Tenant ror Lire anp REMAINDERMAN—Bonvs Drvingnp—Capi!taL 
on Income—Sae or Securities ny TrusTREs WHILE DrvipEnp accrvu- 
ING—APPORTIONMENT OF PURCHASE-MONEY. 


In this case questions arose between the tenant for life of the residue 
of a testator’s personal estate under a will and the persons entitled in 
remainder with regard to capital and income of the estate. After the 
death of the testator certain sums had been received by the executors, in 

t of some shares in a bank which formed part of his estate, by way 
of ‘bonus dividend,’’ and one question was whether these sums was to be 
treated as income of the estate, or whether any of them were to be 
treated as capital. Norrn, J., held, following the decision of the Court 
of Appeal in Sproule v. Bouch (L. R. 29Ch.D. 635, 29 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 
354), that these sums must be treated as income, they having arisen from 
profits and not having been in any way converted into capital by the 
company, and that it made no difference that the sums in question had 
arisen from profits earned during the life of the testator. 

Another question was whether avy part of the purchase-money received 
by the executors for any shares or stock or other securities carrying 
interest belongi g to the testator’s estate which were sold during the 
= during which a dividend or come interest was accruing thereon, 

ut before the Aes respective days when such dividends were declared 
or such interest became actually payable ought to be or to have been 
treated as income of the testator’s estate, or whether the whole ought to 
have been treated as capital of the estate. Noxrn, J., held that there 
was to be no A pero but that the whole of the purchase-money 
must be treated as capital. He thought it was clear that if, in the course 
of the administration of an estate, a sum of Consols was sold during the 
currency of a half-year, there could be no apportionment of the purchase- 
money in favour of the tenant for life of the fund. On the other hand, 
if a sum of Consols was bought during the currency of a half-year, the 
tenant for life would be entitled to the corresponding dividend on the 

urchased fund,—Covunsrn, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Charles Browne ; 

‘owden ; Cookson, Q.C., and J. F. Hart; A. Whitaker. Soxrscrrons, West, 
King, Adams, § Co. ; Chappell $ Griffith. 





Re GILES—Kay, J., 22nd May. 
Wrr1—Larsep SHares or Resrpve— Next or Kin—Cosrs or Ascertarnine 
—Wusrner ovr or Larsep Suarz orn Ganzrat Rearpve—Paywent ix 
unpKR Truster Revrsy Act—Onternatine Summons—Oosrs, 


In this case the question arose whether lapsed shares of residue were 
solely liable for the costs of ascertaining the next of kin. The testator, 
by his will, bequeathed the residue of his estate to trustees upon trust to 

vide the same equally between six persons as tenantsin common. Three 
of the legatees died in the lifetime of the testator, and their shares 





id the three other shares into court under the provisions of the Trustee 
lief Act. A petition for payment out was subsequeutly presented in 
reference to the fund in court, and upon that petition an inquiry was 
directed, who were the next of kin of the testator. That inquiry, which 
was rather difficult to answer, occasioned some considerable amount of 
costs. On the further hearing of the petition, the questions arose who 
was to pay the costs, and what costs were to be paid. Kary, J., said that 
it had been contended that the proper course for the trustees to have 
adopted would have been to take out an originating summons under R. 8. C., 
1883, LV., and upon that to have obtained an inquiry as to the next of kin, 
without the necessity of paying the ——- into court, and without putting 
the ies to inconvenience and costs. The q 

the lapsed shares of the residue, which were represented by the fund in 
court, ought to have been made solely liable for the costs of 

the next of kin. As to the first point, his lordship was clearly of opinion 
that the trustees were wrong in paying the money into court, and if 
order LV. had been longer in operation his lordship would have considered 
it his duty to order the trustees to pay the costs thereby incurred - 
sonally. As, however, the case was the first of the kind, he did not 

he was bound to do so; but it was to be understood that where trustees, 
having the power of getting a question settled by the shorter and more 
simple proceeding of an originating summons, instead of doing so —— 
the course of paying money into court, they would not in future 
allowed the costs thereby occasioned. Then, as to the question out of what 
fund the costs were to come, it seemed to be settled by a course of decisions, 
of which Trethewy v. Helyar (L. R. 4 Ch. D. 53) was one of the latest, that 
where there was a partial intestacy, a fund which had lapsed, being part 
of the residue, ought not to bear the costs of administration in priority 
to the rest of the residue. Then the only question was whether those costs 
were costs of the administration. On the whole his lordship was of 
opinion that they were. No authority had been cited to shew that a lapsed 
share ought to bear the costs of ascertaining the next of kin entitled to 
it in exoneration of the general residue. His lordship, was, therefore, of 
opinion that these costs ought to be paid out of the general residue. It 
appeared, however, that the next of kin included those persons who had 
received the other shares. His lordship, therefore, directed that one half 
of the costs should be paid out of the fund in court before division, and 
that the other half should be deducted from, and paid out of the shares 
of, the fund in court, which belonged to the persons who had already 
received the other shares of the residue.—CovnseL, EB. Ford; Renshaw, 
Soxicrrors, Warburton ¢ De Paula ; R. H. Harris, 








HALL ev. HALL—North, J., 24th May. 
Serriement—REcrTiricaTIon—EvIpENcE. 


This was an action for the rectification of a marriage settlement. The 
husband was dead, and there were no issue of the marriage. The action 
was brought by the widow against the surviving trustee of the settlement. 
The settlement comprised property of the husband and of the wife, and, 
as to the wife’s property, there were trusts for the children of a second 
marriage of the wife. And, in case the wife should survive the husband, 
and should be married at the time of her death, only a testamentary 
power of appointment was given to her. The husband was a solicitor, 
and the settlement was drawn by him. The plaintiff said that the draft 
was never read over to her, and that she did not know of the above- 
mentioned provisions until after the death of the husband. She asked a 
declaration that she was entitled to have the settlement rectified by 
omitting the trusts for children of a second marriege and by giving her a 
power of appointment by deed, as well as by will, and that the trustees 
might be accordingly directed to transfer the trust funds to her. Norra, 
J., held that the plaintiff was entitled to the relief which che claimed. 
He said that, if the plaintiff was accurate in what che said, it was clear 
that she was not fully informed of those limitations in the settlement of 
which she now complained. It was not likely that such a special 
would have been made between the — and there was no evidence of 
the existence of such a ain. e — statement was, to some 
extent, corroborated by evidence of w said in his 
lifetime and by some other facts. His lordship did 
corroboration was n ; the evidence of the 
sufficient if it could be relied on. Still, he was glad that there was some 
corroborative evidence. — Covnssr, Corens- Hardy, Q.C., and Charlee 
Browne; Cookson, Q.C., and Renton. Soxicrrons, Whyte, Collison, ¢ 
Pritchard ; Murray, Hutchins, ¢ Stirling. 





Re OLDFIELD, OLDFIELD ev. OLDFIELD—North, J., 22nd May. 


Writ—Consrrucrron—Annurry—Cuarce on Reat Estrare—Exontra- 
Tron oF Prrsonat Esrare. 


The question in this case was whether some annuities, which a testator 
had bequeathed by a codicil to his will, and which were charged on real 
estate, were payable exclusively out of the real estate, or whether the 
real estate was only in aid ef the personalty. By the codicil 
the testator gave “to me w, D. O.. the sum of £50 a 
to be paid quarterly during his 
year to my nephew, F. 0.; 
also £50 a year to my nephew, G. O.; also 
niece, E. O.; also £50 a year to my niece, K. O.; also 
to my niece, E. L.; also £50 a year to my niece, M. O.; 
to my niece, A. O.; these same annuities to be ¢ 
and all to be paid quarterly, the first paymevt to 


So 
3 
eo 





acco: y lapsed. On the death of the testator, the trustees ny over 
three of the shares to the three residuary legatees who were entitled, and 








quarter-day after my decease, with usual power of distress in case of ReR- 
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payment.’”? Norrs, J., held that the first annuity was to be paid only 
out of the testator’s general personal estate, and that the other eight 
annuities were charged exclusively on the F. estate. The first annuity 
was directed to be paid by the executors; the other eight were given 
only as issuing out of the F. estate, there was no independent gift. 
There was not, properly speaking, an exoneration of the personal estate ; 
there was no gift out of the personal estate.—Covnsgt, Oswald; Chris- 
ryiad James. Soutcrrons, Johnston, Harrison, § Powell; Whites, Renard, 





STAINES v. STAINES—North, J., 22nd May. 


R. 8. C. (December, 1885), LI., 1s—Parririon Action—Saue ovr oF 
Covrr. 


In this case a question arose as to the application of the new rule of 
December, 1885, rule 1a. of order 51, which provides that, ‘‘in all cases 
where a sale, mortgage, partition, or exchange is ordered, the court, or a 
judge, shall have power, in addition to the powers already existing, with 
a view to avoiding expense or delay, or for other good reason, to authorize 
the same to be carried out, either as at present (a.) by laying proposals 
before the judge in chambers for his sanction, or (d.) “= proceedings 
altogether out of court, any moneys produced thereby being paid into 
court or to trustees, or otherwise dealt with as the judge m chambers 
may order.”” The action was for the partition of real estate. It came on 
for hearing as a short cause on motion for judgment. The court was 
asked to make an order for sale instead of a partition, and that the sale 
might take place out of court, the property being of small value. Norrs, 
J., declined to make the order at once, but gave leave to apply in cham- 
bers as to the mode of sale, in case it should appear by the chief clerk’s 
certificate that all persons interested in the property were parties to the 
action, and that a request for sale was made by persons interested in the 
property in the proper proportion.—CovnseL, Baines; R. F. Norton. 
Soxicrrors, Jackson W. Smart ; W. J. Mitton. 


Re STAINES, STAINES v. STAINES—North, J., 22nd May. 
R. 8. C., 1883, LI., 1—Sare or Reat Esrare—Jvnispicrion—‘' Cause on 
Marrer RELATING TO Reat Estare.”’ 


In this case a question arose as to the power of the court to order a sale 
of real estate under rule 1 of order 51, which provides that “if, in any 
cause or matter relating to any real estate, it shall appear necessary or 
expedient that the real estate, or any part thereof, should be sold, the 
court or a judge may order the same to be sold.’’ The action was brought 
by the infant heir-at-law of an intestate against his widow and adminis- 
tratrix, claiming an account of the personal estate and an account of the 
rents and profits of the real estate received by the defendant. The action 
came on for hearing upon a motion for judgment, and the notice of 
motion asked for an order for the sale of the real estate. Nonru, J., 
declined to make an order for sale. He thought that the action was not 
a “cause or matter relating to real estate’ within the meaning of the 
rule. It was brought for the recovery of rents and profits. It did not 
relate to real estate, except that the plaintiff asked for a sale of the real 
estate. His lordship, however, gave leave to issue a summons under the 
Settled Land Act for a sale.—Covnszt, Baines ; R. F. Norton. Soxscrrors, 
Jackson W. Smart ; W. J. Mitton. 


BISSETT v. JONES.—Chitty, J., 25th May. 


R. 8. C., 1883, IIL, 6; XUOL, 3, 7; XV., 2—Isporsement ror 
Liguipaten Demasp — Sicninc Jupcment — Morrcacre’s Acrion — 
Jomsper or Crams—Ciamms ror Forectosurne AND on COVENANT. 


This was an action by a mortgagee upon a writ indorsed with a claim 
for an ordinary foreclosure judgment, and also with a claim for a 
demand of £225 10s., due for principal and interest on the 
covenant contained in the mortgage deed. The defendant not having put 
in an appearance, the plaintiff moved on the writ, under R. 8. C., 1883, 
XV., 2, for foreclosure judgment wisi, and also, under XIILI., 3, for li 
to forthwith sign final judgment for the indorsed amount, together wi 
interest up to judgment and costs. An application by the plaintiff to 
enter up judgment, under XIII., 3, was refused by the Master of the 
Supreme Sout, on the ground that the writ should have been indorsed 
with 2 eg demand only as in the case of ial indorsements 
under IJT.,6. Currry, J., said that he should decline to accede to that 
part of the motion which was made under XV., 2, in deference to the dicta 
A Cotton, L J., in Blake ¥. Harvey (33 W. BR. 602, L. R. 29 Ch. D. 829), in 
which he threw doubt on his (Chitty, J.’s) decision in Smith v. Davies (33 
W. E. 210, L. RB. 28 Ch. D. 650); see also London, §c., Loan and 
Disewunt Co. ¥. Wall (ante, p. 338). It was, however, possible that, at a 
future time, he should raise the question in a complete manner, by making 
under the rule an order for foreclosure with a view to an actual decision 
on the point being obtained from the Court of A . As to the part 
of the motion under XIIL., 3, he had conferred with the Master of the 
Sapreme Court, who, however, himeclf knew nothing of this particular 
om. The registrars had aleo been consulted. The unanimous 
was that the application was rightly made. Order XIII.,3, was wider 
IIL, 6. It might have been, perhaps, considered in the office that 
could not have been entered up, as there were two distinct 
and it was not pouible to have two § mts on the same writ. 
Bat in that there was no difficulty, for XIIL, 7, clearly contemplated a 
case A two judgments on one writ—viz., in a case of a writ claiming 
Nguidated demand and also claiming pecuniary damages. Nor 





XIII.,7, by implication qualify XIII., 3, for both were affirmative rules, 
No inconvenience or injustice could be the result of acceding to the 
application under XIII., 3. In fact, to proceed under one writ, eo far 
from being detrimental to the defendant, was to his advantage, for he was 
saved e . He, therefore, made the order under XIII., 3, as asked, 
He had, however, to add that his decision must be treated as affecting 
those cases only where, in a mortgagee’s action, a claim for foreclosure was 
conjoined with a liquidated demand under the covenant.—Covunsn., 8. 
Fossett Lock. Sourcrtor, 7. H. Hiscott. 





BANKRUPTCY CASES. 
Ex parte GRIMWADE, Re TENNENT. 


Banxrvuptcy Norice—“‘Finat Jupement’?—Company—WINDING vP— 
Batance Orper—Banxervurtcy Act, 1883, s. 4, sus-section 1 (c.). 


The question in this case was whether a “‘ balance order” for the 
payment of calls upon shares, made on a contributory in the winding up 
of a company, isa “‘ final judgment” within the meaning of sub-section 
1 (g.) of section 4 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, so that the liquidator of 
the company can issue a bankruptcy notice against the contributory in 

of the amount ordered by the balance order to be paid. In E 
parte Whinney (L. R. 13 Q. B. D. 476, 28 Soxrcrrors’ Journnat, 617) a 
Divisional Court (Stephen and Cave, JJ.) held that such an order is not a 
‘final judgment.” ‘The Court of Appeal (Lord Esuzn, M.R., and Bowsxy 
and Fry, L.JJ.) approved and followed this decision.—Counsz1, Herbert 
Reed ; F. Cooper Willis. Soxrcrrors, Beall § Co. ; W. Sweetland. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 
Re EMANUEL & SIMMONDS—O.A. No. 2, 26th May. 


Costs—Taxation—Souicrrors’ Remuneration Act, 1881, ss. 2, 4— 
GENERAL OrnpER or Avucust, 1882, cLausk 2—Scueputz I., Parr 2— 
Scare Fee ror Prerarrnc Lease—Ricut To CoarGce SEPARATELY FOR 
PRIOR AGREEMENT FOR LEASE. 


This was an appeal from the decision of Pearson, J. (ante, p. 420), the 
question being whether the scale fee mentioned in Part 2 of Schedule I. 
to the Solicitors’ Remuneration Order of August, 1882, as payable toa 
“‘lessor’s solicitor for preparing, settling, and completing lease and 
counterpart,’’ included the solicitor’s charges for preparing 4 prior 
agreement for the lease, or whether the solicitor was entitled to — 
separately and in addition for the agreement according to the 
system as modified by Schedule II. to the General Order. Clause 
2 of the order provides that “the remuneration of a_ solicitor 
in respect of business connected with sales, purchases, leases, mort- 
gages, settlements, and other matters of conveyancing . . . is 
to be regulated as follows—namely, (¢.) in respect of sales, 
ee ny and mo es completed, the remuneration of the solicitor 

ving the conduct of business . . . is to be that prescribed in Part 
1 of Schedule I. to this order; (b.) in respect of leases and agreements 
for leases, . . . when the transactions shall have been completed, 
the remuneration of the solicitor having the conduct of the business is to 
be that prescribed in Part 2 of such Schedule I. ; (c.) in res ere 
all other business the remuneration for which is not hereinbefore or 
Schedule I. hereto prescribed, the remuneration is to be regulated accord- 
ing to the present system as altered by Schedule II. hereto.” Part 1 of 
Schedule I. prescribes a fee for the ‘‘vendor’s solicitor for negotiating a 
sale of property by private contract,’’ and a similar fee for the purchaser's 
solicitor for nageeenne a eaeven, and the fee prescribed by Part 1 for 
the vendor’s solicitor for deducing title, and perusing and orang 
conveyance expressly includes ‘‘ pre m of contract, or conditions o 
sale, if mee aee Le fee permBes for Se A ape solicitor A 
investigatin prep com: conveyance re! 
includes ap Sessoms | and eopleten of pas neers if any.’ Part 2 of 
Schedule I. is headed ‘‘ Scale of Charges as to Leases or Agreements for 
Leases,’’ but the scale i» silent as to tiations or agreements prior to 4 
lease. In Re Field (L. R. 29 Ch. D. , 29 Soxrcrrors’ Journat, 438), 
the Court of Appeal decided that the remuneration of a lessor’s solicitor 
for negotiations which resulted in a lease was included in the scale fee 
for the lease and counterpart. En the passant case of aannemness Se ar 
a lease was executed in 1885. “It that the lease should be accord- 
ing to a form of lease anne to the agreement and signed by the 

, and that the lessees should, on the lessor’s fulfilling and rm- 

ng certain stipulations therein contained as to re’ and 
of the demised premises, accept the lease and execute a counte: and 
that the lessees should pay the of, and incidental to, the 
reparing and executing the t and the lease and counterpart, 
but that the obligations of the on the lessee’ s, should commence 
only from the date of the completion of the works stipulated for by the 

agreement, and given to the lessees complete in 
with those sti . was to be given as soon as the works were 
completed, and not later than the lst of March, 1885, and in this in 
time was to be of the essence of the agreement. Possession was duly given 
to the lessees, and the lease and counterpart were executed, and the 5 
solicitors claimed to be entitled to charge for the preparation of the agree 
ment under Schedule II. to the Remuneration , in addition to the 


master held, on the authority of 2 
fee included pespeuntien of the equoment, a 

; decision, on ground e preparation 
of the agreement was “ business connected with the lease,’ just as the 
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negotiations were in Re Field. The decision was affirmed by the Court 
of Appeal (Corron, Linp.ey, and Bowsn, L.JJ). On behalf of the solicitors 
it was contended that in all cases the preparation of an agreement for a 
lease was a distinct piece of business from the preparation of the lease, 
for which the solicitor was entitled to charge separately under sub-section 
c.) of clause 2 of the order as business, the remuneration for which is not 
ereinbefore, or in Schedule I. hereto prescribed.” And it was urged 
that, at any rate in the present case, the agreement, having regard to the 
stipulations as to the repairs and alterations of the premises, was en- 
tirely independent of, and collateral to, the lease. Reliance was also 
placed on the heading of Part 2 of Schedule I., and on the fact that, 
while the scale fee prescribed by Part 1 for sales and purchases expressly 
includes the preparation, or the perusal and completion of contract, the 
scale fee prescribed in Part 2 says nothing about an ment prior to a 
lease. Corron, L.J., said that the argument was that the agreement in the 
resent case was a separate and independent one, and that it cought to be paid 
or under clause 2 (c.) as business, the remuneration for which was not pre- 
scribed by the former part of clause 2 or by Part 2 of Schedule I. It was 
said that Part 2 related only to leases and agreements which were in- 
tended to operate as such. His lordship agreed that the heading of Part 
2 referred to an actual lease or an agreement on which the parties 
intended to rely instead of alease. But that did not settle the present 
question, for clause 2 said that the remuneration of a solicitor in res 
of business ‘‘ connected with’ a lease ‘‘is to be regulated as follows.’’ 
It was true that Part 2 of Schedule I. only referred to ‘‘leases or agree- 
ments for leases,” but, though the remuneration was fixed with reference 
to the amount of the rent, yet the payment for all business connected 
with the lease was provided for by an ad valorem fee upon the amount of 
the rent. That was considered a fair mode of remuneration. The ques- 
tion was whether the agreement in the present case could be said to be 
anything more than business ‘‘ connected with’? the lease—i.e., the 
negotiations for the lease in a certain s His lordship could under- 
s‘and that there might be an agreement merely collateral, and not a step 
in the negotiations for the lease, and he would express no opinion as to 
the solicitor’s remuneration for such an agreement. But in the present 
case the lessees said that they would not take a lease unless the lessor 
would put the premises in repair and make certain alterations, and the 
agreement merely put into writing the terms which had been agreed on 
as the condition on which the lease would be taken. The agreement was 
merely part of the negotiations for the lease, and, the transaction being 
completed, the scale fee for the lease must cover the solicitor’s charges 
for all business connected with it—i.e., the ee for it. Lip ey, 
I..J., was of the same opinion. There was a little obseurity in the rules 
and in the schedule, but he thought the “‘ business ’’ referred to was one 
piece of business—the lease and the negotiations for it. Clause 2 spoke 
of the ‘‘ business connected with ’’ a lease, and sub-section (4.) provided 
for the remuneration of the solicitor having the conduct of the business 
when the transaction should have been completed. Sub-section (c.) 
related to ‘‘ other business,’’ the remuneration for which had not been 
prescribed. He thought that the preparation of the agreement in the 
resent case was not within sub-section (¢.), but that if fell within the 
ntroductory words of clause 2 and within sub-section (5.). He agreed 
that the heading of Schedule 1I., which referred to an agreement for a 
lease, was not required at all, but he could not extract from the language 
a double payment where there was only one piece of business—an agree- 
ment for a lease followed by a lease. He could not understand the 
stipulations in the present case for the repairs and altera- 
tions of the premises as anything but part of the agree- 
ment for the lease. The reference to a ‘contract’? in Part 1 of 
Schedule I. was not enough to turn the scale. The case was not exactly 
within Re Field, but it was covered by the principle of the decision. 
Bowen, L.J., concurred. He thought that the reference in the heading 
of Part 2 of Schedule I. to ‘‘ agreement for leases” might be put aside. He 
thought those words referred to a s kind of agreement under which 
& person obtained possession of land without any document amounting to 
aformal demise. The question whether an agreement for a lease was 
business in respect of the lease must depend in each case upon whether the 
agreement was single or double, whether the antecedent document was 
entirely collateral to the lease or only contained stipulations incidental to 
the lease. Each case must be decided on a view of the whole of the facts. 
One piece of paper might contain several independent contracts. An 
agreement, though it was called an agreement for; a lease, might 
contain stipulations which did not form part of the agreement for the 
lease. The case had been suggested of an ent to grant a rever- 
sionary lease at the expiration of an existing lease which had some years 
to run, and it might be that in such a case the agreement would be entirely 
separate from the business relating to the reversionary lease. But it by 
no means followed that collateral stipulations were not part of the business 
which culminated in the lease. In the negotiations for a lease the parties 
approached each other by steps, each step bringing them nearer to the 
final bargain. In the present case the terms which were arrived at and 
embodied in the written agreement were incidental to the lease, and were 
only part of the negotiations for the granting of a lease. — Couns, 
Charles, Q.0., and Alexander ; Northmore Lawrence. Soxrrcrrors, Emanuel 
$ Simmonds ; Druces § Attlee. 


Re HARRISON—O, A. No. 2, 27th May. 


R. 8. 0., 1888, LXV., 27 (48)—Costa—Taxatrion—TAxaTIoNn AS RRTWREN 
Soxrcrror ann Otrent—Rarreanens tro Counskn—Oonsvitration Free, 


This was an appeal from the decision of Pearson, J. (ante, p. 405), —_ 
& summons by a solicitor to review a taxation of costs as between solicitor 





and client. The costs in question were those of the plaintiffs in the well- 
known action, London Fi ial A og * vow cathe Ch. D. 107). 
The princi uestion was as to the power of the master, on & 
taxation nO solicitor and client, to allow refreshers to counsel of 
an amount exceeding the maximum fixed by rule 27 (48) of order 65. 
27 provides that ‘‘ The following special and general 
tions shall apply to all proceedings and all taxations in the Supreme 
of Judicature” (inter alia), (48) ‘‘As to refresher fees, when any 
or matter is to be tried or heard upon vird voce evidence in open 
the trial shall extend over more than one day, and shall ry, ei 
the first day only, or partly on the first and lyon 8 su 
or days, more than five hours, without conch 
officer may allow, for every clear day subsequent to 
the five hours shall have expired, the following e 
counsel, from five to ten guineas; to the second, i 
from three to seven guineas; to the third, if 
second if only two, from three os five — 
was one of ¢ importance and magnitude, 
twenty-nine jen before Bacon, V.C., and he dismissed 
costs. Four counsel were retained for the 
Counsel (one of whom was the present Solicitor-General), and 
The fees paid on the briefs (which were paid with the know 
sanction of the clients) were very large, t on the leading counsel’s 
brief being 850 guineas. Daily refreshers were paid by the solicitor to the 
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four counsel respectively as follows :—Fifty guineas, thirty-five guineas, 
thirty guineas, and twenty-five \ 
master allowed res 


at cal On the taxation the 

y ten guineas, ten guineas, seven 
e taxing master held that he was precl 
above rule from allowing anything more than the maximum fee of ten 
guineas, unless the client had expressly sanctioned the payment of more 
after being informed by the solicitor that the excess woud not be allowed 
on a taxation between party and party, so that, in any event, he would 
have to pay it himself. Che taxing master held that there was no evidence 
of any such sanction in the presentcase. On behalf of the solicitor it was 
argued that the rule applied only to taxations between party and party ; 
that the solicitor had a general authority by virtue of his retainer to pay 
the necessary and proper refresher fees, having regard to the nature of 
the case and the position of the counsel who were em ed; that the 
clients had sanctioned the refreshers which had been paid, or that, if they 
had not done so expressly, they had done so impliedly, by sanctioning the 
employment of the particular counsel. Pearson, J., affirmed the decision 
of the taxing master, holding that the rule — and that it gave no 
discretion, and that there was no proof of authority of the cli 
express or implied, for the payment of refreshers exceeding the ordi 
amount. The taxing master had also disallowed fees of unusual amount 
which had been paid to counsel for consultations of unusual 
Pearson, J., affirmed the decision of the taxing master, on the ground 
he had merely exercised his discretion a question The 
Court of Appeal (Corron and Lixniev, L.J. — the decision with regard 
tothe ers paid to the leading counsel, but affirmed it in other respects. 
Corron, L J., said that, with regard to the refreshers, the first 
was whether sub-section 48 of rule 27 and the seale there 
freshers applied to the taxation at all. It was that it 
because it was a taxation between a solicitor and 
diction conferred by the Solicitors Act of 1843, and 
only to taxations in some proceeding in the 
lordship’s opinion the rule applied. The taxation 
master of the Supreme Court, and, though it 
action, it was a taxation in the Supreme Court. 
was to apply to taxations when they were directed 
Supreme Court, but “to all taxations in the Supreme 
be held to apply to taxations between solicitor 
diction created by the Solicitors Act. i 
48 did not fix a rigid limit, because it di 
did, contain me | megrtve words to the effect that the refreshers 
and no others should be allowed. But 
were fixed, that must prevent any sum 
or there would have been no use in 
The rule, however, did not preven! 
client and the solicitor, it did not 
solicitor to do that which was cmon ¢ 
the question, therefore, was whether, under 
the evidence in this case, it could be considered 
— Mr. Harrison authority to pay more than the refreshers 

twas not suggested that any such authority had 

terms. But the authority to give special fees 
those fixed b may ate ah et geek oe 
of the tion to retain counsel of 
skill, and to secure his attendance th t 
Mr. Davey, and, in his lordship’s 
counsel whom they could not 
The result of the evidence was 


the case throughout. It was 

of counsel, even when the 

into operation after the act 
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to him to exercise his discretion as to the quantum. Then the question arose 
whether the solicitor had any authority to pay special refresher fees to the 
other counsel. It was said that the fees paid to junior counsel always bore 
a certain proportion to the fees paid to the leading counsel. No doubt that 
was so with regard to ordinary fees, but his lordship doubted whether 
there was any such rule with regard to special fees paid to the leading 
counsel. At any rate, if there was such arule, the client, if he was to 
be bound by it, ought to be informed of it, and the evidence did not prove 
that the clients in the present case had any such information. In the 
absence of that special authority, which existed in the case of the leading 
counsel, the taxing master was right in holding that he could not allow 
the special refreshers which had been paid to the junior counsel. 
With ard to the consultation fees, though the consultations were 
long and the case was one of almost unexampled magnitude and 
importance, the court could not divert from the rule that they 
would not interfere with the discretion of the taxing master as to 
what amount of fee was reasonable in any particular case. As the 
solicitor had partly succeeded and partly failed no costs would be 
given on either side in either court. Liypiey, L.J., concurred. He 
thought that Pearson, J., was right in holding that the rule applies to all 
taxations. But, on the evidence. he came to the conclusion that there was 
a distinct and clear authority given by the board of directors to Mr. 
Harrison to engage Mr. Davey as leading counsel, with full knowledge 
that his services could not be obtained without the payment of special fees 
beyond thoce which were allowed by the rule, and that, in any event, the 
company would have to pay those special fees themselves. The taxing 
master ought, therefore, to have considered what refresher fees were fair 
and reasonable to pay to Mr. Davey, having regard to that authority. 
The taxing master had not exercised any-discretion in the matter. His 
lordship was not prepared to say that the plaintiffs had authorized the pay- 
ment of fifty guineas a day; and it would be for the taxing master to 
consider what was a reasonable amount. With regard to the refreshers 
paid to the junior counsel, his lordship could not find that any 
authority had been given by the clients to pay more than the usual 
fees. Mr. Harrison seemed to have thonght that he had an implied 
authority to pay special refreshers to the junior counsel in proportion to 
those which were paid to the leader. His lordship was not aware of any 
rule that junior counel were to be paid fees in proportion to special fees 
paid to leading counsel. He never heard that, when a counsel at the 
common Jaw bar received a special fee for going off his own circuit, his 
juniors were entitled to special fees in proportion. He did not think that 
any euch rule existed, cnd it was not proved that any authority had been 
given to pay special refreshers to the junior counsel. 

The court was then asked to give come special directions as to the costs 
of the taxation, on the ground that, as the solicitor had succeeded in 


g an authority to pay some of the refreshers—the authority having 
in dispute before the texing master, and evidence and arguments 
by counsel having been heard by him—it would be unjust that the soli- 
citor should pay all the costs of the taxation, because more than one- 


sixth had been taxed off the bill. The court declined to make any special 
order, but said that, as the matter was now going back to the taxing 
master, he would be able, on making a fresh certificate, to certify epecial 
circumstances, and would not be precluded from doing so by what had 
already taken place. And it might turn out on \the new certificate that 
the bill bed not been reduced by one-sixth. The counsel for the 
plaintiffs gave an undertaking not to raise any objection to the power of 
the taxing master to certify special circumstance s.— Conse, Cookson, Q.C., 
and Lerett ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and English Harrison. Soricitors, C. and 
&. Harriun & Co. ; Markiy, Stewart, § Co, 





MANCHZSTER ASSIZES, 


THE CORPORATION OF MANCHESTER +. HAMPSON—Grantham, 
J., and a special jury, 13th May. 
Pesasc Heatrn Act, 1875, ss. 150, 257 — Recovery or Expenses ny 
Locat Atruontry rrox Owners — Hicnway Rerarmar_e py THE In- 
BARITANTS av Lancu—Esrorre.. 


In this cate the corporation, as representing the local board of au urban 
district recently incorporated in the city, sought to have it declared that 
———— cf paving, &c., a certain road were a charge on land of the 

t adjoining. The local board in 1883 resolved that the road 
should be sewered, paved, &c., and did the works themselves, and their 
surveyor duly spportioned the expenses upon the defendant and other 
owrers. The apportionment was not disputed within three months, but 
the defendant refused to pay. The board thereupon, in January, 1885, 
summoned the defendant before a court of summary jurisdiction. The 
defendant raised three objections—namely, that the apportionment in- 
eluded the cost of tewering, the sewer made by the board having, asa 
matter of fact, ro outlet; that the road was not a street; and, thirdly, 
that it was a highwsy repairable by the inhabitants at large. On this 
latter point witnesses were heard on both sides, and the justices finally 
diemiseed the sutamons with costs. The Local Bosrd did not appeal from 
this decisicn. In April, 1865, theis survey or re-epportioued the expenses, 
omitting the cost of the seweting. The corporation now tought to enforce 
a charge for the defendant's share of the fresh spportionment. The 
pisintific’ care was opened and their witnesses on the question of highway 
examined, ond at the close of their case the defendant raised the point 
that the plaintifis were estopped by the decision of the justices. The 
Pratatifie maintained that the former gra was a nollity, relying 
om Cook v. Ipewich Local Board of Health (L. B. 6 Q.B. 451) and Rey, 


v. Hutchins (L. R. 6 Q. B. D. 300). Shanklin Local Board v. Miilar (L. R, 
5 ©. P. D. 272) was referred to on behalf cf the defendant. Grantuaw, 
J., held that the plaintiffs were estopped from bringing the action, and 
that the surveyor was funcius oficio at the time of the second apportion. 
ment. Judgment was given for the defendant with costs.—Counskz, 
Ambrose, Q.C., and G. W. Heywood ; Gully, Q.C., S. Taylor, Q.C., and E, 
Sutton. Soricrrors, William Henry Talbot ; C. J. E. Crosse, 








SOCETIES. 


GREAT YARMOUTH LAW SOCIETY. 


The annual general meeting of the Great Yarmouth Law Society was 
held at the Society’s room in the Town-hall, on Monday last, Mr. Charles 
Diver in the chair; when the following officers were re-elected :—presi- 
dent, Mr. Charles Diver; +e Mr. E. W. Worlledge; hon. 
secretary and treasurer, Mr. F. Danby-Palmer; and committee, Messrs, 
T. A. J. Rising, A. E. Cowl, Z. Rayson, with Mr. Frank Burton (in the place 
of Mr. T. Waters, resigned). The committee’s report and the balance. 
sheet, which were of a favourable character, were approved, and the 
meeting concluded with the usual votes of thanks to the officers and the 
chairman. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Preliminary Examination held on the 5th and 6th of 
May, 1886 :— 

Addleshaw, Harold Pope Hedgson, William Henderson 
Addleshaw, John William Heywood Howes, Frederick William Fladgate 
Armitage, William Hudson, Robert 
Atkinson, Frederick Henry Hughes-Games, 
Badger, James Walton Wynn ; 
Bailey, Hugh Hughes, Frederick Corkill 
Barker, Frederic William England Ingle, William Brouncher 
Barrett, Walter Henry Isbell, Charles Edwin 
Berkeley, Charles Walter Jackson, Nicholas Goddard 
Berridge, Harry Morpott Jarrett, Richard Herbert 
Booth, John Ingham Jessop, Hylton 
Bradley, Raymond Joseph Jones, Albert Edward 
Bridgwater, John Allan Jones, Algernon Robert Kennedy 
Brutton, George Kingston Hull Kay, James Sellers 
Burcher, Frederick Edward Kershaw, George Frederick 
Burroughs, Benjamin Palmer Kimber, Walter Dixon 
Burton, Walter Larkin, Richard Webster 
Carr, Edward Leeming, Richard Edwin 
Cartwright, Christopher Frederick Leutner, Alfred 
Chalk, John Henry Ley, Frank Ernest Rooke 
Churchill, Joseph Ernest Little, Guy Tristram 
Clark, George Riley McCoard, William 
Clark, Robert Ernest Magee, George Michael 
Claye, Francis Maynard Mappin, George 
Craigie, John Alexander Martin, Vernon 
Crookes, Philip Francis Middlemore - Whithard, 
Cundall, Alfred William Philip Middlemore 
Daniel], Henry Charles Nugent Moore, John Francis 
Davies, Colin Reees Moore, Robert Newbold 
Davies, Jonah Mullens, Harold Arthur 
Davison, Stephen Muskett, Percy Kdward 
Dodd, Cyril Nelson, Cyril 
Dolman, Arthur Henry Newcome, Harold 
Douglas, H Percy Nicholson, John 
Draper, Harold Irving Oldham, Arnold 
Ellis, Hiram Ouvry, Ernest Carrington 
Evans, William Owen Page, Vaughan 
Eyles, Julian Harold Parbam, Thomas Nevil Maskelyne 
Ford, Frank Edward Parker, John Harold 
Furneaux, John Mudge Paynter, Henry Ernest 
Gibb, John eo Pickles, Ernest 
Gibson, Richard est Hooper Porter, Leonard Lachlan 
Greening, Robert Powell, Edward 
Greenway, George Cattell Preston, Georga Herbert 
Grimwade, Charles Archer Price, Laurence 
Gurney, Hugh Pullon, Charles Edward 
Haines, Nigel Decimus Pye, George 
Hamer, Jobn Radcliffe, Bernard Perciva 
Harding, Cecil Raymond Rees, David Geo1ge 
Harrison, Ernest Rehder, Ernst Adolf 
Hart, Herbert Matthew Saxby Richardson, John 
Hazlitt, Harry Haworth Richardson, Maurice 
Henderson, Harry Beatt Roberts, George Cecil 
Henwood, Thomas Walkhom Roberts, Richard 

Charles Samuel Barber Robinson, Dixon 


Cyril Tomlinson 


Herbert 





Higgs 
Hil Jobn George Robinson, Herbert Charles 
| 
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Philip Vivian 
Prekell, Nicholas 
St. George, Charles Henry 
Scammell, Stephen Malcolm 
Scurrah, John Bainbridge 
Short, Frederick Whish, Mathew Hale 
Simmonds, George May White, Arthur Meadows 
Smith, Douglas Robert Crawfurth Wild, Fred 
Smith, Harold Berkeley Wild, James Herbert 
Squire, Charles Williams, John Sydney 
Stevens, Howard Eustace Williams, Leslie John 
Stewart, Allan Winslow Wilson, Brereton Kuyvet 
Storr, Alfred Wilson, William 
Taylor, Harry Alfred Winch, John Nightingale 
Taylor, Robert Benson Woolnough, Charles Walter 
Thomas, John 


Thomson, James Richard 
Tucker, William Robey ~ 
Turner, James Edward 
Upton, Ralph Gerald 
Usher, Craster Mowbray 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


It was unanimously decided on Monday last to prepare a petition to the 
House of Commons in favour of the Bill brought forward by Mr. O'Hea 
for the repeal of the Solicitors’ Certificate Duty, and, with some slight 
alterations, a draft prepared by Mr. McMillan was approved by the meet- 
ing, and ordered to be forwarded to Mr. O’Hea. The usual debate was 
then opened by Mr. Rawlinson, who moved: ‘‘ That farm allotments are 
inexpedient, and that legislation for the compulsory acquisition of garden 
allotments is unnecessary and undesirable.’’ Mr. Moyle, Mr. Edmonds, 
and others, opposed the motion, while Mr. W. J. Bull supported. The 
motion was finally agreed to by a majority of two votes. 





OBITUARY. 


MR. JOHN HOLGATE. 


Mr. John Holgate, solicitor (of the firm of Holgate & Edwards), of 
Rochdale, died’ on the 19th inst. Mr, Holgate was born at Burnley in 
1812. He served his articles with Messrs. Shuttleworth, of Rochdale, and 
was admitted a solicitor in 1833. Heshortly afterwards became a member of 
the firm of Shuttleworth, Holgate, & Roberts, but at the time of his 
death he was in partnership with Mr. Philip Harris Edwards. In 1858 he 
was elected clerk to the Rochdale Board of Guardians, and he held that 
position until his death. Mr. Holgate was also superintendent registrar, 
clerk to the Assessment Committee and School Attendance Committee, 
and clerk to the Norden Local Board. He was a perpetual commissioner 
for Lancashire, and his private practice was very extensive. He acted for 
several years as honorary secretary to the North-Western Poor Law Con- 
ference. He had been twice married, and he leaves four daughters. Mr. 
Holgate’s strength had long been failing, but his death was rather sudden. 
He was buried at the Rochdale Cemetery on the 22nd inst. 


MR, THOMAS CHARLES RENSHAW, Q.C. 


Mr. Thomas Charles Renshaw, Q.C., died on the 26th inst., at the age 
of seventy-six. Mr. Renshaw was the son of Mr. Henry Grundy 
Renshaw, and was born in 1810. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s- 
inn in Hilary Term, 1832, and he had for many years a large junior 
business in the Court of Chancery. In 1872 he received a silk gown from 
Lord Hatherley, and he shortly afterwards retired from the profession. 
Mr, Renshaw was married in 1839 to the daughter of Mr. George Blaker, 
of Patcham, Sussex. His eldest son, Mr. Walter Charles Renshaw, was 
called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Hilary Term, 1864, and practises in 
the Chancery Division. Mr. Renshaw was a bencher of Lincoln’s-inn. 





LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Marruew Inate Joyce, barrister, who has been appointed Junior 
Equity Counsel to the Treasury, in succession to Mr. Justice Stirling, is 
the fourth son of Mr. John Hall Joyce, of Blackfordby, Leicestershire, and 
was born in 1839, He was formerly fellow of Caius College, Cambridge, 
where he graduated as a wrangler in 1862. He was called to the bar at 
Lincoln’s-inn in Michaelmas Term, 1865, having in the previous June 
obtained a certificate of honour of the first class. He was for a short time 
secretary to Vice-Chancellor Hall. 


Mr. Justice Srmume and Mr. Rotany Vavonan Wiu.iams, barrister, 
have been elected Benchers of Lincoln's-inn. 


Mr. Wit1am Srerusn Tunnetnor, solicitor (of the firm of Byrch, Cox, 
& Tunbridge), of Redditch, Evesham, and Studley, has been appointed 
& Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Bernarp Lewis, solicitor, of Wrexham, has been appointed Clerk 
to the County Magistrates for Ruabon Division and Wrexham Hundred 
to act jointly with his father, Mr. John Lewis, Mr. B. Lewis was admitted 
4 solicitor in 1879, 


Mr. Harnny Axexanpern Bapuam, solicitor, of Tewkesbury, has been 
elected Town Clerk of that borough, in succession to his partner, the late 


Mr. Samuel Philpot Brookes. Mr. Badham was admitted a solicitor in 
1869. He is clerk to the borough magistrates. 


Mr. Pavt Ocravivs Hayrtuorne Reep, solicitor, of Bridgwater and 
Taunton, has been elected Town Clerk of the borough of Bridgwater, on 
the resignation of his partner, Mr. James Cook. Mr. Reed is coroner for 
the borough of Bridgwater, clerk to the Bridgwater Board of Guardians 
and Highway Board, and superintendent registrar. He was admitted a 
solicitor in 1849. 


Mr. Gerap Firzceraxp, barrister, has been appointed County Cowt 
Judge for the counties of Sligo and Roscommon, on the resignation of 
Mr. Arthur Hamill, Q.C. Mr. Fitzgerald is the third son of Lord 
Fitzgerald, and was born in 1849. He was educated at Trinity College, 
Dublin, and was called to the bar in Ireland in 1871. 

Mr. Wrturam Bvreiver, solicitor, of Wellington, Somerset, has been 
appoint2d a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the acknowledgments of 
Deeds by Married Women in and for the counties of Somerset and Devon 

Mr. Morse Govtrer, solicitor, of Hungerford, has been sppointed 
Registrar of the Hungerford County Court, in the room of Mr. H. E, 
Astley, deceased. Mr. Goulter was admitted a solicitor in 1865. 

Mr. Horace Srru, barrister, has been elected a Bencher of the Inner 
Temple. 


DISSOLUTION OF PARTNERSHIP. 

Pavi O. H. Reep and James Cook, jun., solicitors (Reed & Cook), 
Bridgwater and Taunton. The said Paul O. H. Reed will continue to 
carry on the said business on his own account, under the style of Reed & 
Cook. May 1. (Gazette, May 25.]} 





PENDING LEGISLATION. 


BARRISTERS’ FEES. 


Tue following is the Bill introduced by Mr. Boord in the House of 
Commons :— 
A Bill to Enable Barristers at Law and Advocates to recover their Fees, 





| and to render them liable at Law to persons employing them. 


Whereas persons having the degree of barrister at law or advocate are 
not now by law entitled to recover their fees in any action or legal pro- 
ceeding, and are not now by law liable in any action or legal proceeding 
in respect of employment undertaken by them in their professional 
character : 

And whereas it is expedient to amend the law in order that they may 
enjoy the like rights and liabilities to those enjoyed by others of her 
Majesty’s subjects: 

Be it therefore enacted by the Queen’s most Excellent Majesty, by and 
with the advice and consent of the Lords Spiritual and Temporal, and 
Commons, in this present Parliament assembled, and by the authority of 
the same, as follows : 

1. Barristers, §c., to be entitled to sue for their fees.] Every person having 
the degree of ister at law in England, the degree of advocate in 
Scotland, or the degree of barrister at law in Ireland, may bring and 
maintain actions, suits, and legal proceedings for, and shall be entitied to 
recover his fees and reward in respect of any employment accepted or 
undertaken by him in his professional character from the solicitor, writer 
to the signet, or atterney at law, as the case may be, and also from the 
ultimate client whe shall employ him in such professional character for 
any purpose, in the same manner, in the same court or courts, and in all 
respects whatsoever as if the said employment were not an employment 
in such professional character, any law or custom in anywise to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. 

2. Barristers, §¢., to be liabie at law in respect of any employment in their 
professional character.| Every person having the degree of barrister at law 
in England, the degree of advocate in So d, or the degree of barrister 
at law in Ireland, shall be liable at law in respect of every e ymeut 
accepted or undertaken by him in his professional character, may be 
sued for damages in respect of any breach or breaches, grievance or griev- 
ances, arising out of such employment, in the same manner, in the same 
court or courts, and in all whatsoever as if the said employment 
were not an employment in such professional character, any law or 
custom in anywise to the contrary notwithstanding. 

3. Barristers, $e., accepting briefs, §e., to be deemed te wndertake v- 
ment,] Every barrister at law or advocate who shall accept from any client 
a retainer, brief, instructions, case for opinion, or other papers marked or 
endorsed with any fee payable to such barrister at law or advocate, shall, 
in every action, suit, or } proceeding and otherwise, be deemed and 
held to ry and undertake employment within the meaning of this 
Act; and it shall be competent to any party to any action, suit, or legal 

ng to bring forward any other evidence, facts, or ciroumstances 
n order to shew an employment within the meaning of this Act, sach 
evidence, facts, and circumstances being hereby d to be, in any 
action, suit, or legal proceeding, for the consideration and determination 
of the jury or other proper tribunal (as the case may be) which shall hare 
according to law the duty of fluding and determining the facts. 

4. Short titte,] This Act may be cited for all purposes as the Barristers’ 
Fees Act, 1886, 








The June Sessions at the Central Criminal Court will begin on Monday 
next, Mr, Justice Hawkins is expected to be the judge in attendance 





during these sessions, 
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COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 











APPEAL COURT — + ed Mr. Justice 
Date. No. 1. V. C. Bacon. Kay. 
Mon., May 30 Mr. Pugh Mr. Pome Mr. Leach Mr. Koe 
Tues, June 1 Lavie Carrington Beal Clowes 
sibedbone 2 Beal Jackson Leach Koe 
~- 3 Leach Carrington Beal owes 
Friday ...... 4 Jackson Leach 
eieanescossis 5 Farrer Carrington Beal Clowes 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Crrrry. Norra. STIRLING. 
Monday, May............... 81 Mr. Lavie Mr. Farrer Mr. Ward 
a Pugh King Pemberton 
2 Lavie Farrer Ward 
8 h King Pemberton 
4 Lavie Farrer Ward 
5 Pugh Pemberton 
COMPANIES. 


WINDING-OP NOTICES. 
JOINT ~g COMPANIES. 


CERY 
, LIMITED. = Petition for winding up, wy May 19, 
directed to be heard before North, J., on Saturday, May 29. Carr and Son, 
Rood lane, solicitors for the petitioner 
[ Gazette, May 21.) 


ALNWICK STEaMsHIP Company, LiwmtED.—By an order made by Chitty, J., dated 
May 15, it was ree that the voluntary winding up of the company be con- 
tinued. Flux and Leadbitter, Leadenhall st, agents for Laws and Co, Newcastle 
a Tyne, solicitors for the petitioner 
UMBERG AND COMPANY, .—Petition for winding up, presented May 21, 
directed to be heard before Kay, J., on Saturday, June 5. nnes and Co, B Billiter 
sq bldgs, solicitors for the petitioner 
Caxtaco, Liurren.—By an order made by Kay, J., dated May g, it was ordered 
McDiarmid and Teather, Newman’s ct, Corn- 


4SE STEAMSHIP ANY, LImITED.—By an order made by Kay, J., dated 
oew 38 15, 5 it was ordered that the the volu volunt cal up of the compan be con- 
Flux and Leadbitter, Leade st, agents for Laws ond bo, New- 
pM EN solicitors for the petitio mers 
a¥éD LEEDS LuwrTeD.— Petition for winding ts presented Ma 
yp wae de os ad =o heard pare Kay, J., on June 5. Davis, Burlington gar nn 
yo yt T , Lirren.—Kay, J.. has fixed Saturday, June 5 at 
a at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 
OnEeTon COLLIERY Company, Limirep.—By an order made by Bacon, V.C., 
— dated May i it = ordered that the company be wound up. Bird, Bedford 
row, solicitor for the petitioners 
Moxyinc News G Concany , LiurTep.—Petition for winding up, ae 
sented May 17, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C.,onJune 5. Wain 
and Bailie, Staple inn, solicitors for the petitioners 
[ Gazette, May 25.) 


BL In CHANCER 
16, directed to be heard befo Kay, Sei Petition for winding Otten Beaten 
‘ore on Sa ° 29. Yotton, 
row, solicitor for the petitioner " “ 
[ Gazette, May 21.) 


COUNTY PALATINE OF eee. 
In CHANCEER 


Luxrrep 
Inox Compaxy, Liurrep.—Creditors are sented, on or before June 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
ib Graham, 77, King st, Manchester. Friday, July 2 at 12, 
adjudicating upon the debts and claims 
{ Gazette, May 21.) 


Cpe on Gomes. Lae Luaorep.— ay by order made by Fox-Bristowe, V.C., 


it was company be wound up. Rutherfor 
fp atee RS. for the petitioner - - 
[ Gazette, May 25.]} 


GREAT Mpa oy we 


STANNARIES OF CORNWALL. 


Is CHANCERY. 
Guest Wuer Sueruzens, Limirep. ~ Petition for winding up, presented Ma: 19, 
directed to be heard before the Vice-Warden at the Law Institution, Chancery | ALLEN 


= ney Sane 4 th, Whitfield, paabary pavemmnh shdistier US 
the petitioners ; Hodge and Co, Truro, agents 
[ Gazette, May 21.) 


Ew Hotmeven Misixc Compaxy, Lewrrep.—By an order made by the Vice- 
Ea dated May 17, it was ode that the company be wound -. Hodge 
and Co, } Sane eget tor Andrew, Clement’s lane, solicitor for the petitioner 

New Repmoor G Company, LimiTep.—By an order made by the Vice- 
Warden. dated May 17, it was v~ BH. that the company be wound up. Hodge 
and Co, Truro, agents for Andrew, Clement’s lane, solicitor for the petitioner 


[ Gazette, May 2%.) 
UNLIMITED In CHANCERY. 


oe. aw rye ey an — made by the Viss-Wenten, 

dated was vrdered that com wound up. Hodg 

Truro, ors for the petitioners —s - ‘ ” 
[ Gazette, May 2.) 


FRIENDLY Socterres Dissoiven. 
Kiso Atrxev Lovcr or THE Onaen oF Devine’ FRIENDLE Soctzty, Bowling 
Green Inn, Watery lane, Sutton, May 
ey — By Sick sae FORD FRIENDLY Somer, Leopard Inn, Kings- 


{ Gasette, May 25.} 





a Two GuirEss, for a = inapestion and report ee London dvellia 
Country surv arrangemnent. The Banilary Ex an 
itm ni 115, on Vinton Westminster, Prospectus ing and Ventie 


on Nouman & @racey’s Hiux Puacnase Srerem; No Deposit ; 
3 years; © wheAeeale firma, rea otro, 
eke it tpt eh Wt 9, Laci otee \eteraaireet, EX, 





CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP 36. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


se ay i — Gages, Heupert Pagnell, Buckingham, Carpenter, 

J 7 owe. ewpo! e 

BIRCHAM, ManrEa, Ree pham. Norfolk, June 24. Bircham and Co, Parlia- 
t st 

BLACKETT, Sir  Bowane, Bert, Matfen hall, Northumberland. June 24. Lawrence 


d Co, N , Linco 

BOYLE, ‘FREDERICK, Graceohurch st, Solicitor. June 10. Tanner, Grace. 
hurch st 

BUCKERIDGE, Rev ARTHUR = Bath, Clerk. June 19. Scadding and 
Bodkin, Gordon st, Gordon 

CHELL, ANN, Birmingham. "Jone 20. Beale and Co, Birmingham 

CocKER, JONATHAN, Sheffield, Wire Drawer. July 5. Clegg and Sons, Sheffield 

Cornu, Mary ANN, Norfolk st, St Clement Danes. June 10. Morgan Nash, 
G nn s¢ 

Ooogianae: FRANCIS Dossars, Chandos st, Cavendish sq, Surgeon. July 1, 
Baileys and Co, Bernere st 

Dog, SARAH TT, Hallen, Henbury, Gloucester. June 1. Strickland and 
Roberts, Bristo 

ag = Ki THOMAS, Hallen, Henbury, Gloucester. June 1. Strickland and Roberts, 


1 
GEORGE, Maulden, Bedford, Retired Market Gardener. July 7. Wade 
Grey, Shefford 
GIBLETT, Emm, Junction rd, Upper Holloway. June 10, Cole and Son, Church 
court, Clements lane 
Epwarp DUNAGE LARKIN, Sheffield, Surgeon. June 12. Newbould 


ILLOTT, 
and Gould, Sheffield 
RAHAM, Rew MALISE ARCHIBALD CUNINGHAME, Winchester. June 22. Taylor 
and Co, Field ct, Gray’s inn 
GRAYSTONE, Rev ARTHUR CONRAD, Lancaster gate, Clerk. July 1. Lee and Co, 
St Paul’s churchyard 
Hats, GrEORGE, Heighington, nr Darlington. June 10. Tweedie, Lincoln’s inn 
elds 
Higeunsens, DANIEL, Birmingham, Gent. July 1. Wright and Marshall, 
irmingham 
HigGINporrox, Dorotuy, Llandudno, Carnarvon. Aug 2. Minshalls and Co, 
Llandudno 
HIrcHELL, JANET, Liverpool. May 31._ Evans and Co, Liverpool 
Howe, Betsy, Manchester. June 18. Bell and Ingoldby, Louth 
Jounston, GEORGE, Borough High st, Railway Clerk. June 13. Willis, Wal- 
rook 
JORDAN, JoHN, Cowper st, St Luke’s. Dec1. Maria Jordan, 39 Cowper st 
, HARVEY, Cleckheaton, York, Blanket Manufacturer. June 1. Douth- 
waite, Cleckheato 
Lina, Jon MirForD, Saxmundham, Suffolk, Surgeon. June 24. Ling, Fram- 


lingha 
- Epwme WeExB, Donhead St Mary, Wilts, Brewer. July 24. Robins, 
Lam Jan JAMES ES KELLEWAY, Donhead st, Mary, Wilts, Brewer. July 24. Robins, 


Masematz’ LOxE JamMEsS, Bexley Heath, Kent, Gent.- June 30. Howard, Gray’s 


inn 

Porras: ExizaneTH, Runcorn, Chester. Junel4. J.J. W. Potter, Top Locks, 
Runcorn 

Rarkes, Rev CHanrEs Hatt, Chittoe, nr Chippenham, Wilts, Clerk. June 29, 


Francis and Johnson, Austin friars 
Ramsey, James, Brighton, Licensed Victualler. June 30. Haselwood, Brighton 


SAMUELL, greume, Le Lewisham High rd, Esq. June1. Kingsford and ‘Co, Ess x 
st, Stran 
SANSOM, oem, Iimington, Warwick, Farmer. June 12. Eden Hiron, Shipston 


on 8 
SARGRANT, DANIEL, Varoline st, Eaton sq. June 14. Draper, Vincent sq, West- 


minster 
SMITH, ABRAHAM, Bradford, York, Turf Correspondent. June 10. Atkinson 
and Wilson, Bradford 


Sturt, CHARLES NAPIER, St James’s st, Colonel. July 10. Lewis and Lewis, 


Ely pl, Holborn 
ous, Ae. Pair. mee, New Quay, Cardigan, Master Mariner. June 16. Griffith and 
0, 


stwith 
bd ELZA. Blomfield rd, Paddington. June 11. Wyatt Francis, Chancery 
TUENEE, Mary JavE, Ditchling, Sussex. June 26, Senior and Co, New inn, 
Wateee Paes, Shalford, Surrey, Husbandman. June 11. Blanco White, 


Guil 
WuHirtt, Jouy, Bath,M.D. Junei5. Kinneir and Tombs, Swindon 
WooLieY, GzorGce James, Laureldene, Horsham, Sussex, Gent. July 1. Lee 
and Co, St Paul’s churchyard 
(Gazette, May 14.) 


Mahon seme Wrniseneld, nr Menshouter Smallware Manufacturer. June 
aed lesworth and f Hogersce, 

AvsrEn, Joum, Playden, we Farmer. June 15. Hinds and Son, Goudhurst 

Banks, CHARLES Warnes, Pend 4 rd, South Hackney, Dissenting Minister. 


July 14. Mote and Bon, Wal 
BAaRTLeTT, WILLIAM, A 14, West Dulwich, Gent. June 24. Robinson and 


Co, Union ct, Old B 

af ES, an Travelling Draper. June 8. Harvey Simpson, 
ic. 

Burrovucnus, ZACCHEUS, Retgschne, Forest Hill, Kent, Esq. June 30, Watson 
and Co, Bouverie st, Fleet 

CLODE, type Argyll 4 Kensington, Esq. June17. Perkins and Weston, 
Gray’s 

en BEENARD GitPin, Southport, Lancaster, Esq. July 10. Cunliffe and 
Co, Manchester 

DAVENPORT, WILLIAM JONATHAN, Stoke upon Trent, Brewer’s Agent. June 4, 
Ashwell, Stoke upon Trent 

DAVIS, JOSEPH, Busbers, Wilts, Timber Merchant. June. Dixon, Pewsey 

Davison, W1L11aM, Whiston, nr Rotherham, York, Gent. June 30. Oxley and 
Sonnst, Rotherham 

DoHE«TY, JANE, Paris, June 90, rhnng 3 Dixon Cor" — sq 

EVANS, Tames, Bristol, Refreshment House Keeper. July 1. Hunt and Oo, 


Guaitan, Aonns, Li 1. June 15. Miller and Co, Liverpool 
Haney, Wit11am, Rotherham, York, Retired Grocer. June 90. Oxley and 


HAWKE, , Kent, Oot, June 18. hepman, Gray's inn sq 
Kewpalt, Joun wit , Naples, I taly, a Retired Oa . June 24, Chandler, 


LAYOOCK, EpMunp, Cheadle, *Cheste r, dot oprah June 90. Doyle and 
Hcholfield, Manchester 
 ———) , RICHARD, Collingbourne, Kingston, Wilts, Farmer. June 21, Dixon, 
ewmy 











rts, 
‘ade 
rch 
vuld 
ylor 
Co, 
inn 
hall, 
Co, 


Val- 


uth- 
am- 
ins, 
ins, 
ay’s 
cks, 
» 22, 


iton 
Sk X 


ston 
est- 
ison 


wis, 


ston, 
and 


ne 4, 
‘and 
Ov, 
and 


iler, 
and 


xOn, 


May 29, 1886. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. | 507 








May, Peter Lawson, Plymouth, Fishing Smack Owner. June 15. Kelly and 
‘Wolferstan, Plymouth 
GEORGE WOODVILLE, Cromwell rd, South Kensington. Aug 31. Miller 
and Miller, Newgate st 
REW, ye y Newton, Anerley pk, Surrey, Esq. June 24. Hughes and Oo, 
ew Broad st 
ucH, GEORGE, Westmoreland rd, A ga pk, Civil Engineer. June 20. 
Be and Burton, Idol lane, Eastchea 
TAYLOR, JOHN, Milton st, Cripplegate, Warehousemen. June 24. Dalton and 
Jessett, Clement’s lane, Lombard st 
TURNER, EMILY, Surbiton, 1 atl June 30. Emily Roberts Shapter Turner, 
St J ohn’s House, Surbito 
WRATTEN, JAMES THOMAS, Old Ford rd, Bow, Oart Grease Maker. June 15. 
Vanderpump, Gray’s inn sq; 
| Gazette, May 18.) 








SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


June 1.—Messrs. FAREBROTHER, ELLIs, Caan, & Co., at the Mart, at 2 p.m., 
Freehold Estate (see advertisement, May 22, p. 4). 
. WALTER KNIGHT, at the Mart, at ? ‘for 2 p.m., Freehold and Lease- 
a pens advertisement, May 22, ee 
Jun Cc. & T. Moore, at the Mart, “at 1for2 p.m., Freehold and 
al eter (see advertisement, this week, p. 4). 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

BARNEY.—May 18, at Bozeman, Montana, = S.T., the wife of Montagu T. Barney, 
of a daughter. India papers, please co 

SToRER BOWEN.—May 24, at Grove hen Es, Brentwood, the wife of H. Storer 
Bowen, barrister-at-law, of a daughte 

Corr.—May 22, at Hatherley, Wimbledon-hill, Surrey, the wife of Alfred Evelyn 
Copp, of 37, Essex-street, Strand, solicitor, of a caughter (Emily Millicent). 

Drxon. ’ May 25, at2 Hy oho Mansions, the wife of J. Marsh Dixon, barrister- 


-at-law, of a daughter. 
MARRIAGE. 
LEACH—SHARP.— April 15, at  Fhengione, Andrew John Leach, barrister-a' 
to Eleanor Massey, second daughter of E. Hamilton Sharp, , a of Se 
and niece of Granville Sharp, Hongkong. 
DEATHS. 
ABRAHAMS.—May 24, at his residence, Hampton How, Priory-road, 8. B. 
Abrahams, solicitor, of 22, Great Marlborough-street, W. 
WHITBOURNE.—May 19, John Whitbourne, solicitor, of woe Hall, 22, 
Basinghall-street, VE. C., and 165, Evering-road, Stoke Newington, N. ., aged 55. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1883. 
FRIDAY, May 21, 1886. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Adams, yam. Nottingham, Painter. Nottingham. Pet May 17. Ord May 17. 


xam Jun 
shford, William, Walham green, Fulham, Coach Builder. High Court. Pet 
yis. Ord May 18. Exam June 30 at 11.30 at 34, Lancet’ 8 inn fields 
, Charles Benjamin, Gt Yurmouth, Boat Owner. Gt Yarmouth. Pet May 
19. Ord May 19. Exam June 7 at 11 at Townhall, Gt Saaaeel ith 
Batley, Hanson, Stockport, Cheshire, Innkeeper. Stockport. Pet May 17. Ord 
May 17. Exam June 10 at 11.30 at Court house, Stockpo: 
Bousfield, Matthew, York, Whitesmith. York. Pet May 18. Ord May 18. Exam 
June 25 at 11 ac Guildhall, York 
imeon Nottingham, Yarn Agent. Nottingham. Pet May 19. 
19. Exam June 22 
Heaton Norris, Lancashire, Ironmonger. Sioatpeth. Pet May 
17. Ord May17. Exam June 10 at 11 at Court hous: Stockport 
Everall, Annie, Birkenhead, Milliner. Birkenhead. Pet May17. Ord May 17. 
Exam May 26 at 11 
Peace Slay 18. 2 Cchgene, Birkenhead, Architect. Birkenhead. Pet May 18. 
xam May 26 
eon rr Lewis, Pontypetad, Veterinary Surgeon. Pontypridd. 
Pet May 1 18. Ord May 18 Exam June 8 at 2 
win, James, Oakamoor, nr ante Staffordshire, + oy Stoke upon 
Trent and Longton. Pet May 18. May 18. Exam Jun 
Greenwood, poses, Halifax, Gas Bina Lg Halifax. Pet he 18. Ord May 
xam June 
Greenwood, Thomas, and Harry Darwin, Elland, Yorks, Gas Engineers. Halifax. 
Pet May 19. Ord May 19. Exam June? 
Griffiths, John, Longdon, nr Tewkesbury, Farmer. Worcester. Pet May 18. 
Ord May 18. Exam June 1 at 11.30 
er, Max George Charles, Hatton garden, Diamond Merchant. Fie Court. 
Pet Ma =. Ord May 19. Exam June 25 at 1 at 34, Lincoln’s 
amin, Attercliffe, Sheffield, Clerk in wiht, Sheffield. 
Pet thay, 17. Ord May17. Exam June 10 at 11.30 
g, Thomas, Norfolk terr, Bayswater, Furniture Dealer. High Court. 
Pet ‘At 21, Ord May 19. Exam June 25 at 2 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fiel 
and Felix Goodwin, Leadenhall st and_ Batavia, Java, 
its. Re: a Gowns. Pet May 18, Ord May 18. Exam July 2 at 
In’s inn 
Ty Cabinet Maker. Birmingham. Pet May 19, Ord 
une 23 a 
Hints, , Thomas, Farnworth, Lemcashire, Smallware Dealer. Bolton. Pet May 
rd May 18. Exam June 7 at 11.90 
—, James Lloyd, Welshampton, Salop, Cattle Dealer, Shrewsbury. Pet 
8. Ord May 18 Exam June 15 
Huy ss, James, Liverpool, Tailor, Liverpool. Pet May 17, Ord May 17, Exam 
31 at 11 at Court house, Government bldgs, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Humphreys, George, New Broad st, Contractor. ‘High Court, Pet uly 8 Ord 
May 19. Exam June 2% ati at 34, Lincolo’s inn flelds 
“as Montague, Bow rd, Mile End, Publican’s Manager, High Court, Pet 
0 18. Exam July 2 at 11,90 at 34, Lincoln's inn flelds 
Irving, Witham, Leathwell rd, Lewisham, Clerk. h Court. Pet May 4. Ord 
May 17, Exam June 25 at 12.30 at 34 Lincoln's inn elds 
Keeley, Robert, Brome, nr Scole, Norfolic, Vermin Destroyer. Ipswich. Pet 
May 17. Ord ‘May 17, Exam June liad 
9, Henry, Bradford, Commercial ‘Clerk. Bradford, Pet May 18 Ord 
ay 18. Exam June 2 











Lewis, James, Britonferry, Glam., Licensed Victualler. Neath. Pet May 17. 
Ord May 17. Exam June 22 at 10 at Townhall, Neath 

~~" Leeds, Confectioner. Leeds. Pet May 17. Ord May 17. 
Exam June 22 at 11 


Morris, Eleazer Garnaut, Mountain Ash, Grocer. Aberdare. Pet May 18. Ord 
May 19. Exam June 9 at 10.30 at Temperance Hall, A’ 
eh, oe, Oldham, Coal Dealer. Oldham. Pet May 18. Ord May 18. 
une 8 at 12 


North, Abraham, and Bian June 2 North, Leeds, Teazle Merchants. Leeds. Pet May 
18. Ord 4 < 22 at 11 


mates. Le 1230 a0 94 Lincoln . er Pet May 17. 
 ~ ah 7 exam dunes at 12.30 eae i ’s inn 
own, eae, A twith, “hy | —-y Pet May 17. 
Ord Ma: — 4 at 1.30 


Farmer. Lem om Pet May 17. Ord 


5. une 15 
word May 8 sorte a2 ae ridge, Watchmaker. Brentford. Pet May 18. 
une 
errett, Charies, Wal Wolverton in Zeals, Wilts, Farmer. Salisbury. Pet May 17. 
: Blackburn, Clogger. Blackburn. Pet May 18. Ord May 18, Exam 


ouse, Black’ 
Northamptonshire out of business. Banbury. 
Bedtunishite: Plumber. Bedford. Pet Apr 3. Ord 
Swindon. Pet 


High Court. Pet 19. 
coin's inn eld — 
Court. 


May May 17. Exam June 10 at 2 
Wicker, John, ,m—+rg Lancashire, 
May 18. Ord May 18 Exam June 3 at 2 
illiams, Edward, Abingdon, Berks, der. Oxford. Pet May 18. Ord May 18. 
Exam June 17 at 11.30 
Williams, William, Pendock, Worcestershire, Farmer. Cheltenham. Pet Apr 22. 
Ord May 15. Exam June 8 at 12 
First MEETINGS. 


Adams, William, Nottingham, Painter. May 31 at 12. Official Receiver, 1, High 


alvop, Edward, Nottingham, Fishmonger. May 33 at 12. Official Receiver, 1 
, - m™: ver, , 
High evement, Nottingham 


Batley, Ss ae May 28 at 11.30. Official Receiver, 
county chbrs. Market pl, Stockpo 


atthew, York, Whitesmith. June 1 at 12. Official Receiver, 17, 
Blake st, York 


Guan Grae Ambson, Troahelign Wit, Bailie. May 28 at 12.30. Official 

Dentith Ja weg nd ER May 28 at 12. Official 
ames, Heaton No: 

Roouares, Gounty chbrs, oy Stockport 

Dodd, T on Ly =? Ravensth ork, Draper. May 28 at 3. Official Receiver. 


Bank c tley 
Grifiths, Jon, Le Ya, ar Taster, Farmer. June 1 at 11. Official Re- 
ver, Worceste! 
Hamer, Richard William, Sydner rd, Stoke [ty Lancol Manufacturers’ Agent. 
toy Lincoln’s inn fields 
works. May Si at3.30. Offi- 


<, nodatgran May 31 at 12. Bank- 
phe Bee Licensed Victualler. June 2at il. 33, 


Fictora st, Liverpodl eee May 31 at 3 Official 


orth, Lancashire, Smallware Dealer. June iatti. 16, 
ary Ann, George st, Portman sq, Dressmaker, Spinster. June 2 at 12. 
Care on Lnetinta ten, = 


fields 
nrigece inn emg FN + mesemns Stationer. May 31 at 2.30. Official Receiver, 
eft 
H moon, John, ami William a Seiaery, Naa Bricklayers. May 28 at 3 
Official emg 4 1, High — 
Kodey, 3 Peden, Be yO Sr Seale, Norfol i Destroyer. June 1 at 12.15. 
Kent, William John, St Austell Cornwall, Draper. May 235 at 11.3. Official 
Receiver, ane 
Lawson, Edward —q - rd, Herne hill, Clerk in General Post 


May 31 at st, Lincoln's inn fields 
Re Rh ay Met 2. Official Receiver, 
Lewis, James, rionterty, Glamorganshire, Licensed Victualler. May 31 at 
10.30, Castle Hotel Neath 
wv istotin st, Live Nottingham, Glass Cutter. May 28 at 12. Official Receiver, 3, 


Moston, & Furniture Dealer. June 2 at 11. Official Re- 

ver, 

Miller, a unter, Westminster bridge ni, Printer and Stationer, May 31 
ow Lincoln's ina 


Le > Salop Stud Groom. Ji 15 at 11. Law Society 
organ, une w 
Talbot chimbrs, Shrews' ~_ 
®, Josiah, Oldham, Coal Dealer. June 1 at 3 Official Receiver, 
Sheabee, Union st, Oldham 
OF ley, y. Wiliam, Birmingham, Woollen Draper. June 1 at 12, Official Receiver, 
ew & Ww rath 
Parlour, Thomas, Bedale, Yorks, Farmer, May ®atili. Official Receiver, § 
Albert 14. Midijesbercnsh Zeals, Wilts, Farmer, May Stata. Oficial 
a 
Receiver, Salish 


Phythiaa, The 
8 


MAS, nd, Grocer, May @ati2. Bankruptey Didgs, Portagal 
t, Lincoln's inn fields 
ee. Joseph, Aco 


~ 
oe R net Bey May ® at 3 Oficial 
States, Jainesy Peokhatn RPo, Baker.” May Stat®. 33, Carey st, Linooln’s ina 
flelds 
Seaman, yPanjemin. Gt Yarmouth, Licensed Victaniten May 31 at 10.2. Duke's 
Head t Gt Yarmouth 
Tossoll, WWilliam, St ay's ni, Tottenham, Builder. May ®atii, Band a, St 
Consplete House Furnisher. May Si at 
oohester 








William, Milton t Gra 
a Otticial Recolver, Bastguve, 





a. 
MG 
4 
ras 


~_— 
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Wright, James, Castleford, Yorks, Glass Bottle Manufacturer. May 28 at 2. 
Strafford Arms Hotel, Market pl, Wakefield ¥ 


The following Amended Notice is substituted for that published in 
P & Chistes 0.6 bye —_ « joy 11. 
‘ocock, Charles G. C., out of England, Gent. May 28 ati1. Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields “ x —— 


The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 
; London Gazette of May 14. 
Read, Robert, Leicester, Tailor. June7at3. 28, Friar lane, Leicester 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Aloo, weuard, Nottingham, Fishmonger. Nottingham. Pet May12. Ord 
ay 


Bae, Henry, Duke st, St James’s, Tailor. High Court. Pet Mar24. Ord 

a 

Boswell, John Smith, Nottingham, Commission Agent. Nottingham. Pet May 
7 


il. ay 17 
a ~~ ees Franklin, Swansea, Wine Merchant. Swansea. Pet Apri9. Ord 
By i , = . Z 

eee nr Brough, Yorks, Farmer. Kingston upon 

Cobbald, Horace William, Twyford, Norfolk, Farmer. Norwich. Pet May 1. 
Ord May 17 

Coultman, William, sen, and William Coultman, jun, Hovingham, Yorks, Far- 
mers. Scarborough. Pet May 3. - Ord May 19 

= Jane, Lower Grosvenor pl, Milliner. High Court. Pet Apr 6. 
Ord May 1 " “ ag 

Deloms, pee, Yardley, Worcestershire, Farmer. Birmingham. Pet Mar 

ae erick, Nottingham, Lace Maker. Nottingham. Pet Apr 28. 

Goodwin, James, Oaksmoor, nr Chreadle, Staffs, Labourer, Stoke upon Trent 
and Longton. Pet May 18. Ord May 18 

Higeesl, Loepott, Basinghall st, Commission Agent. High Court. Pet Dec 24. 

ay 17 
Hamer. William Benjamin, Attercliffe, Sheffield, Clerk. Sheffield. Pet May 17. 


Bf bal ‘AI d, D 

apne red, Dudley pl, Paddington, Boot M e ; i . 
ae Aires. aoe Dp adc ty) anufacturer. High Court 
H r, Isaac, Bingley, Yorks, Farmer. Bradford. Pet Mayii. Ord May 17. 
Helsby, Henry, Liverpoo], Wine Merchant. Liverpool. Pet Mar 31. Ord May 18 
James, John, Newport, Mon., Grocer. Newport, Mon. Pet May 10. Ord 


1 
5 John, St. Austell, Cornwall, Draper. Truro. Pet May 14. Ord 
Kirton, Richard Gervaze, Kennington park rd, Commission Agent. High Court. 


Pet Apr22. Ord May 17 
ss Henry, Bradford, Commercial Clerk. Bradford. Pet May 18. Ord 


Marsden, Benjamin. Leeds. Confectioner. Leeds. Pet May 17. Ord May 19 

McC wh, James Samuel Gordon, Goldsmith bldg, Temple, Banister at Law. 
High Court. Pet Apr 2. Ord May 18 

Mills, Charies, Rochdale, Smallware Dealer. Oldham. Pet Apr19. Ord May 18 

Moore, Mark, Belper, Derbyshire, Farmer. Derby. Pet May 13. Ord May 18 

Morris, Eleazer Garnaut, Mountain Ash, Grocer. Aberdare. Pet May 18. Ord 


May 19 
Nightingale, Josiah. Oldham, Corn Dealer. Oldham. Pet May 18. Ord May 18 
—_ Shaftesbury, Dorset, Builder. Salisbury. Pet Apr 29. Ord 
Paine, Charles James, New Malden, Surrey, Builder. Kingston, Surrey. Pet 


es Ord May 18 
— a Thomas, Bedale, Yorks, Farmer. Northallerton. Pet May 17. Ord 
Partridge, Thomas, Birmingham, Artist in Stained Glass. Birmingham. Pet 
May 10. Ord May 19 

earse, ed Llewelyn, Swansea, Colliery Proprietor. Swansea. Pet Feb 6. 


Michael, Newport, Mon., Aerated Wate a uurer. Ni " 
Pet Apes. Ord Mat 7 26 ater Manufacturer. ewport, Mon 


7 ae Howard, Briston, Norfolk, Farmer. Norwich. Pet Apri7. Ord 


John, and Francis Richardson, Bedale, Yorks, Cabinet Makers. 

Northallerton. Pet Apr24. Ord May 193 

Richardson, oo, = “enh eee, Fishing Tackle Manufacturer. 
High - c ay 

<-: sm Thomas, Newport, Mon., Baker. Newport, Mon. Pet Mar 20. 
Ord ‘ 

Rowland, William, Norwich, Innkeeper. Norwich. Pet May 4. Ord May 17 

Ryieots Jonsph, Accrington, Lancashire, Stationer. Blackburn. Pet , ed 14 


— Thomas, Cheapside, Auctioneer. High Court. Pet Feb 3. Ord 


Benjamin, G cat Y 0 icens Tic e ie: y 
Pet Apr - _ my armouth, Licensed Victualler. Great Yarmouth. 
Skene, William, West Bromwich, Staffs, Surgeon. Oldbury, Pet May 11. Ord 


May 17 
George, Bradford, Worsted Manufacturer. Bradford. Pet Apr 21. 


Ord 17 
Thornton, Francis Charlies, Rugby, Clerk. Coventry. Pet Apr 30, Ord May 18 
Tossell, William, St. Loy’s ter, St. Loy’s rd, Tottenbam, Builder. Sdssonten. 
Pet Apri0. Ord May 14 
Wiatowerth, Samuel, Peckham Rye, Gent. High Court. Pet Apr 15. Ord 


by ge oe ae” Lancasbire, Commercial Traveller. Manchester. Pet 
% y Und Mae Gloucestershire, Copperas Maker. Gloucester. 
The toliowing amended notice is substite.ted for that published in the 
; _ London Gazette of Apr 16. 
we sy John Guest, Birmingham, Carpenter. Birmingham. Pet Apr 8. Ord 


TUESDAY, May 2, 1586. 
RECEIVING ORDERS, 
Joseph, Newcastle on Tyne, Baker. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet May 21. 
yd 21. Exam June 4 at 11 
Allen, Alfred. Worcester, Hay Merchant. Worcester. Pet May 22. Ord May 
2. Exam June 4 at 11.% 


“Heit Ft ar n upon Hull, Boot Manufacturer. Kingston upon | 


Ord May #. Exain June 7 at 2 at Court house, Townhall, 


Beeny, Wiliam Letomon, Eastbourne, out of business, Lewes and Kastt : 
Pa Aprs. Ord May zi. ExamJd uly 2 ae : ' erigna 


on, omas, Falmouth, Boot Manufacturer. Truro. Pet May 19. Ord 
May 19. Exam June 5 at 11.4 f . 


Chreseson, George, the elde T,and Geo : Ch aon, the ounge Ee te 
and George Chresesc the “eer, af ham, 
Partacts, Newcast c On Tyne, E et ay 2), y D. 











Cope, Arthur, Union ct, Old Broad st, Solicitor. High Court. Pet May 17. Ord 
ay 19. Exam June 30 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Cowley, Charles, Fairford, Gloucestershire, Draper. Swindon. Pet May 2, 
Ord May 21. Exam June 9 at 2 at Corn Exchange, Swindon 

Dardelle, Alexis, Acton, Professor of French. Brentford. Pet May 20. Ord 
May 20. Exam June 22 at 2 

Davies, William, Wolstanton, Staffordshire, Farmer. Hanley, Burslem, and 
Fr ama Pet Apr 30. Ord May 20. Exam June 11 at Townhall, Albion st, 

‘anley 

poe, Felix, Dudley, Worcestershire, Licensed Victualler. Dudley. Pet May 

6. Ord May 18. Exam June 1 at 12 

Ellis, Richard, Scarborough, Sail Maker. Scarborough. Pet May 21. Ord May 
21. Exam June 11 at 3 

Evans, Thomas Mills, Hart st, Mark lane, Engraver. High Court. Pet May 5, 
Ord May 22. Exam J my A at 12 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Farrant, Francis James, Plymouth, Hotel Proprietor. East Stonehouse. Pet 
May 5. Ord May 22. Exam June 21 at 11 

Ford, George Gardiner, Hereford, Baker. Hereford. Pet May 20. Ord May 2, 
Exam June 25 

French, Thomas, Overbury st, Clapton pk, Builder. High Court. Pet May 13, 
Ord May 22. Exam July 2 at 12 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Furniss, Charles Strong, Tranmere, Cheshire, Broker’s Salesman. Liverpool. 
Pet May 22. Ord May 22. Exam June 3 at 11 at Court house, Government 
bldgs, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Gillam, Thomas, Ludlow, Salop, Grocer. Leominster. Pet May 22. Ord May 
22. Exam June 24 

Gloyne, Thomas Alfred, and Joseph Edward Cocker, Dewsbury, Yorks, Oil 
Merchants. Dewsbury. Pet May 11. Ord May 21. Exam June 22 

Harmer, John Frederic, Sheerness, Draper. Rochester. Pet May 7. Ord May 
20. Exam June 17 at 2 

Harris, John Myer, Leadenhall st, Director of Sulymar and Sherbor) Trading 
Co. High Court. Pet Apr2. Ord May 19. Exam July 2 at 11.30 at 34, Lin- 
coln’s inn fields : 

Hastings, Alfred Gardiner, Cork st, Burlington 'gdns, Solicitor. High Court. 
Pet Apr2. Ord May 8. Exam June 25 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Hoodless, Richard, Ormskirk, Lancashire, Farm Produce Merchant. Liverpool. 
Pet May 10. Ord May 20. Exam June 3 at 11 at Court house, Government 
bidgs, Victoria st, Liverpool 

H p— Henry, Barnes, Builder. Wandsworth. Pet Apr6é. Ord May 20. Exam 

4 


une 2 
Law, John, Darlington, Draymun. Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough. Pet 
May 19. Ord — 19. Exam May 26 
Lester, Dorey, Cambridge rd, Kilburn, Jeweller. High Court. Pet May 6. Ord 
ay 21. Exam July 1 at 12 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Lowe, William, Newtown, Mont., Grocer. Newtown. Pet May 19. Ord May 
20. Exam May 27 
Marshall, William, Wallsend, Northumberland, Builder. Newcastle on Tyne. 
Pet May 19. Ord May 19. Exam June1 atti 
Metcalf, Thomas, Miles ietting, nr Manchester, Chemist. Manchester. Pet 
May 5. Ord May 20. Exam July 2 at 11 
Mills, George, Great Yarmouth, Fish Merchant. Great Yarmouth. Pet May 22. 
Ord May 22. Exam June7 at 11 at Townhall, Great Yarmouth 
Morrow, Timothy, Kearsley, Lancashire, Chemist. Bolton. Pet May 21. Ord 
May2i. Exam June 7 at 11.30 
Munro, Duncan, Newcastle on Tyne, Fancy Goods Dealer. Newcastle on Tyne, 
Pet May 15. Ord May 22. Exam June 10 at 11 
Oxley, Ransome, Sudbury, Dentist. Colchester. Pet May 21. Ord May 22. 
Exam June 16 at 2 at Townhall, Colchester 
Paine, Charles Nathaniel, Lordship terr, Lordship lane, Dulwich, Baker. High 
— Pet Mar 22. Ord May 14. Exam June 24 at 12.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn 
elds 
Pappa, D. G., Upper George street, Bryanston square, Gentleman. High 
Jourt. Pet Apr 7. Ord May 21. Exam July 1 at 12 at 34, Lincoln’s inn 


fields 

Peel, Henry Clarke, Dewsbury, Yorks, Chemist. Dewsbury. Pet May 20. Ord 
May 20. Exam June 22 

Pocock, George Pearce, Ramsgate. Canterbury. Pet Apr 29. Ord May 21. 
Exam June 4 

Price, Thomas, Halesowen, Worcestershire, Butcher. Stourbridge. Pet May 17. 
Ord May 17. Exam June 2 at 12 

Pugh, John Devereux, Wrexham, Denbighshire, Solicitor. Wrexham. Pet May 

9. Ord May 19. Exam June 15 

Purslow, Jonathan Edwin, West Bromwich, Greengrocer. Oldbury. Pet May 
18. Ord May 19. Exam June 21 

Reardon, Thomas, and John Williams, Southwark, Fruit Salesmen. High 
—- Pet May 19. Ord May 19. Exam July 1 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn 

elds 

Robson, Henry, Jarrow, Durham, Provision Dealer. Neweastle on Tyne. Pet 
May 13. Ord May 24. Exam June 8 atl1 

Rowe, Charles, Stourport, Worcestershire, Grocer. Kidderminster. Pet May 19. 
Ord May 19. Exam June 2 at 3 at Townhall, Kidderminster 

Rudall, George, Bampton, Devon, Boot Dealer. Exeter. Pet May 11. Ord May 
21, Exam June 10 at 11 

Shennan, John, Carlisle, Engineer. Carlisle. Pet May 21. Ord May 21. Exam 
June 3 at 11 at Court house, Carlisle 

Smith, Alan Kincaid, Westbourne pk,Gentleman. High Court. Pet May 1. Ord 


May 20. Exam June 29 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields ‘ 
ny, 3 ohn Albert, Leamington, Veterinary Surgeon’s Assistant. Warwick. 
Pet y 19 Ord May 20. Exam June 8 


Stanwa ,Johm, — ead, Greengrocer. Birkenhead, Pet May 21. Ord May 
21. Exam June 

Stokes, William Bernard, Bishopsgate st Within, Merchant. High Court. Pet 
Apr 2%. Ord May 20. Exam « y 6 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Tomkins, William cnry, Shanklin, Isle of Wight, Newspaper Proprietor. New- 
port and Ryde. Pet May 21. Ord May 21. Exam July 7 

Turner, Edward B., Jeffery’s sy, Commission Agent. igh Court. Pet May 6. 
Ord May 2. Exam June 29 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

White, Charles, Halesowen, Worcestershire, Fruiterer. Stourbridge. Pet May 
20, Ord May 20, Exam June 2 at 12 


The following Amended Notice is substituted for that published in 
the Lond. n Gazette of May 21. 
H Yoen, Montague, Bow rd, Mile End, Publican’s Manager. High Court, Pet 
ay 18. Ord May 18, Exam July 2 at 11.90 at 34, Lincom’s inn fields 


Finst Meetings. 


Allan, Joseph, Byker, Northumberland, Baker. June 3 at 11. Official Receiver, 
Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 

Alles, Alfred, Worcester, Hay Merchant. June 4 at 11. Official Receiver, 

orcester 

Allen, Ernest James, Padcroft College, West Dengpcn, Middlesex, Schoolmaster. 
June 1at3, Official Receiver, 109, Victoria st, Westminster 

Boeny, William Lemmon, Kastbourne, out of business, June 2 at 12. 30, Bond 
st, Brighton 


Carlyon, Themas, Falmouth, Boot Manufacturer. June 2 at 12, Official Receiver, 
Boscawen st, Truro 
Chreseson, George, sen, and George Chreseson, jun, lingham, Northumber- 
pat, Farmers. June 1 at 2,80, Official Receiver, k lane, Newcastle on 
yne 
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Robert, Northampton, Shoe Manufacturer. June 2at4. County Oourt, 


Clarke 
Northampton 
Harry Simeon, Nottingham, Yarn Agent. June 1 a+ 12. Official Receiver, 
1, High pavement, Nottingham 
Davies, Istanton, Staffordshire, Farmer. June 8 at 10.30. Official 
Receiver, eee under Lyme 
Deeley. Felix, Dudley, Worcestershire, Licensed Victualler. June 1 at 11.30, 
Official Receiver, Dudle yy, 
saa George, and Elliott Baxter Helley, Boston, Lincolnshire, Auctioneers. 
Jane 10 at 11. —— Receiver, 48, High st, Boston 
Easton, Edward, 11, Delahay st, Westminster, Engineer. June7ati2. Bauk- 
ruptoy a Fortugel st, Lincoln’s inn fields’ 
Hillsboro’, Rye hill pk, Peckham, Traveller. June 3 at 12. 33, Carey 


Ne inoolita i inn fields’ 
Richard, Scarborough, pan Maker. June 2 at 11.30. Official Receiver, 74, 
Newborough st, Scarboro a ta 
am, Axe aaa, 3 Birkenhead, Milliner. June 2 at 2. Official Receiver, 48, Hamilton 
¥ e' 
cole, Mordecai, Liverpool, Draper. June Sat 3. Official Receiver, 35, Victoria 


Liverp 
Faster, Cha cies, Witley, Surrey, Gentleman. June 1 at 11, 28 and 29, St Swithin’s 


lane 
rae. Charles Osborne, Birkenhead, Architect. June 2 at 3. Official Receiver, 


1 sq, Bi 

ai = ohn mt Michal ‘Papton, Walthamstow, Schoolmaster. June 4 at 12. 33, Carey 
in’s inn fie! 

obra 2 en Wyndham Lewis, gqntvecies, Veterinary Surgeon. June 1 at 


iol Heceiver, Merthyr 
James, Oakamoor, nr Cheadle, Labourer. June 4 at 12.30. Official Re- 
Gower, James, Smarden, Kent, Farmer.3June 4 at 10. 32, St George’s st, Canter- 


_ wy as under Lyme 

Green, Arthur Stephen, Colenso rd. Clapton, Builder. June 3 at 11. Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Port st, Lincoln’s ion fields 

Greenwood, Thomas, Halifax, Gas Engineer. June 3 at 11. Official Receiver, 
Townhall! ‘chbrs, Halifax 

Greenwood, Thomas, and Harry Darwin, Elland, Yorks, Gas Engineers. June 3 
at ii. Official Receiver, Townhall chbrs, 

Harmer, John seoreate, Sheerness, Draper. June 3at 11.30. Official Receiver, 

June i5at4. Law 


Eastgate, Rocheste 
Hinton, James Llo q, Welsmempton. aad Cattle Dealer. 
Society, Talbot c mbrs, Shrew: 
=. Charlotte, Kettering, Fostepteck. June 2 at 11. County Court, Nor- 
Hoodless, Richard, Ormskirk, Farm Produce Merchant. June4at2. Official 
Receiver, 35, Victoria st Liverpoo 
Hughes, James, wisastts Tailor. June4at3. Official Receiver, 35, Victoria 
verpoe 
illings, William Gayford, Bridgham, Norfolk, out of busiacss, June 5 at 12. 
Official Receiver, 8, ing st, Norwich m 
Official Receiver, 








Jones, Ann Selina, Birmingham, out of business. June 4 at 11. 
am 
Lee, Albert Henry, Bradford, Commmapetal Clerk. June 1at 10.30. Official Re- 
—s $t, Manor row, B 
we, William, pewtons, = PR Grocer. June 3 at 1. Official Re- 
weiter, Llanidloe: 
1, Wi iliam, ‘Wallsend, Northumberland, Builder. Sue! 2at it. Official 
Receiver, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 
Mesent, Charles, Bucklersbury 7, Roqeesney | toa Company. June2atii. Bank- 
pidgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’ s inn fields 
Met » Thomas, Miles Platting, nr Manchester, Chemist. June 2 at 11. Official 
Receiver, Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Morris, Eleazer ao, ountain , Grocer. June2ati2. Official Re- 
ceiver, Me: Lo 
enor, Timothy, Kearsley, Lancashire, Chemist. June4atit. 16, Wood st, 
Munro, Duncan, Newcastle on Tyne, Goods Dealer. June 5 at 10.30. Official 
Receiver, Pink lane, Newcastle on = 
Owen, Jane, ” eeeumeenns Cardiganshire, Cowkeeper. June 4 at 1.45. Townhall, 


Aberystwi' 
8, hard Henry, Preston,fSussex, Builder. June 1ati12. Official Re- 
ceiver, 99, Bond st, Brighton 
ad, J — Francis, Gleneldon rd, Streatham, Commercial Clerk. June 2at 
ey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
ae Riches Burford Mortlake, Bricklayer. June 3at3. Official Receiver, 
ok Ny ny ng Bee Estat ), Keighley, Commission W: J 
te Estate), ey, on Weaver. June 1 at 11. 
ficial Rent 31, Manor row, Bradford 
Piet Slater, Blackburn, Clogger. June ; at 2. County Court, Blackburn 
omas, Halesowen, Worceste: Butcher. une 2 at 11.45. Talbot 
Peet Stourbri 
asst room ar a Worcestershire, Grocer. June 2at 2.45. A. G. Hooper, 
Sellers, Matthew, » Ganbary, out of business. June 4ati1.30. Official Receiver, 


1, St Aldates, Oxf 
en John, Carlisle, Engineer, June3ati2. Official Receiver, 34, Fisher 
Shuttleworth, goes h (Se i Baparete Estate), Keighley, Commission Weaver. June 
1 at 11.30, ppeer, ote Mops row, Bradford 
_—, t) y pargeon's J 8 en nae 
ag - Cookes and 8 ont Bouthor, 38, es Parade, Lea - .. 
e Somerford, nr font 7 1 at 12. 
Official Receiver Swindon, Wilts a ms 
Tillman, William Willis, Chariotte st, Old Kent rd, Baker. June gat 12. Bank- 
ruptoy bldg, B Porsus st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
T 8, liam Henry, Ventnor, 1.W., Newspaper Proprietor. June 4 at 2. 
paamber of Commerc, 145, Chgepside, London . a 
orth, Samu am e, Gent. une 2at2. Ban ite: dgs, 
Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields . git er 
Voninaca, Jo John Henr ae Wek Becker, Ldncolnshive, Butcher. June 10 at 12.90, 
Receiver, 48. 
Wells, Th Thomas, = and John -y tah duces, Carmen. Jttne2at10. County 
White Henry, ; Sutterton, Lincolnshire, Shopkeeper. June 10 at1. Official Re- 
lackley, Lancashire, Commercial Traveller. June 38atii. Offi- 
lde ceiver “| veden's oy tay finls hersy Wooll - A vers. 
es Lomas, an a Y 
une 3 at3, St Andrew’s chmabes, 22, "Park row, Leeds ierrians 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Aye. Aitrea, Worcester, Hay Merchant. Worcester. Pet May 92. Ord 
ee ~Axthur Od eet Gt Castle st, Regent st, Upholsterer. High Court. 
Apatt t, t Ferdinand Emil, Castle Lawrence lane, Merch High 
sea tt Mar 93. Ord May ix ee S Or eetaet nil 
i aly ’ Pot Mav'on mn upon . Boot Manufacturer, Kingston upon 


rd May 
Batley , Stockport, Tonkeoper, Stockport, Pet May 17, Ord May 20 





June 1 at 





ame Bein, Benjamin, Colchester, Army Contractor. Oolchester. Pet May 1. 
Bray, Harry F., Basset, Hampshire, Builder. Southampton. Pet Apr22. Ord 
Cariyon, Thomas, Falmouth, Boot Manufacturer. Truro. Pet May 19. Ord 


one y William Bircham Charles, Mount st. High Court. Pet Jan 2%. Ord mou 
Clerk. Sheffield. Pet May 4. Ord May 
Licensed Victualler. a. Pet 


9 Norris, Lancashire, Ironmonger. Stockport. Pet 
> pepe on Medlock, Stock Broker. Manchester. Pet 
eat Hen a, Meee Mall, Hammersmith, 


James 
Slate gh Court. Pet At Pet Apr 

Faed, ‘John Francis, Carlton hill, St John’s 1B Woot. Artist. High Court. Pet 
Borax Manufacturer. 


Apr10. Ord Ma 
5 rnest Laremont, ecentene, Lancashire, 
onl. Pet po Ave 17. Ord May 
Ford. ner, Hereford, = Hereford. Pet — gy Ord May 20 
ies, tae Leicestershire, Baker. Leicester. Pet Apr 15. 


ooer 
raed Joho, Edithweston, Rutlandshire, Farmer. Leicester. Pet sd A 


Hee Michael, Worcester, Tailor. Worcester. Pet May 10. Org 
Harmer, John Frederi ic, Sheerness, Draper. Rochester. Pet May7. Ord 
Hancock, John, Wood st, Cheapside, PStationer. High Courk.. “Pet age’ 


Ord May 21 
Harrison, Leonard, Hoy’ Grocer. Birkenhead. Pet Apr2. Ord May 20 
Harrison, Robert ey -b ~4 Bristol, Baker. Bristol, Pet May7. Ord 


ate Farnworth, Lancashire, Smallware Dealer. Bolton. Pet May 
ar Charlotte, Kettering, Pastrycook. Northampton. Pet May it. Ord 
H chard, Ors Gpachich, Lancashire, Farm Produce Merchant. Liverpool. 
Pet Mas ay _ ay E 

ee GeorgeS., Bucklersbury, Engineer. High Court. Pet Mar 30. Ord 


<—_ ‘Charles, be ~h § Pagnell, Buckinghamshire, Shopkeeper. Northamp- 
r a 

aie Brome, nr Beole, V Vermin Destroyer. Ipswich. Pet May 17. 

Law, J ~ 4 wih ae Drayman. Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough. 
Pet May i9. Ord xian 

Lyle, Emily A., Helston, Cornwall, Spinster. Truro. Pet Jan5. Ord May 22 
ae ‘James, Ga Gateshead, Licensed Victualler. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet 
ay 1 

Messent, Charles. Bucklersbury, Secretary to a Company. High Court. Pet 

r 12. 

Moran ‘Jemnan, Wiednall, Calon, Stud Groom. Shrewsbury. Pet May 10. Ord 


20 
Oration, me Wyndham rd, Camberwell, Draper. High Court. Pet May 17. 
Parsons, Richard Henry, Preston, Sussex, Builder. Brighton. Pet May 17. Ord 


May 20 
Perret, Charles, Wolverton in Zeals, Wilts, Farmer. Salisbury. Pet May 17. 


Ord 20 
Pickles, Slater, Blackburn, Lancashire, Clogger. Blackburn. Pet May 18. Ord 


May 20 
Price, ae Halesowen, Worcestershire, Butcher. Stourbridge. Pet May 17. 
Reardon, Thomas, and J = Williams, Southwark, Fruit Salesmen. High Court. 
Pet May 19. Ord +7. 
es +o m, Menniaghem, Bradford, Worsted Spinner. Bradford. 
e VBorti 


4. Ord Ma 
—, rd May 1B we. Paecaamly. High Court. Pet Feb 2. Ord 
— be ~ 5 ry Stratford, Essex, Timber Merchant. High Court. Pet 
r 
. David, Napoleon Thomas ~— Rose, 
pilonley, Staffordshire, Iro we ey Ord May 
aan, Stourport, Worcestershire, Grocer. Kidderminster. Poth May 19. 
ee ime James, Gt Malvern, Bookseller. Worcester. Pet Apr2. Ord 
May 1 
— ope, F W Spencer, Chelsfield, Kent, Captain in Army. High Court. Pet 
ri. 
siimson, John, Ossulton st, Somers Town, Cab Driver. High Court. Pet Apr 19. 
Tanai, * Miom, High st, Lower Norwood, Grocer. High Court. Pet May 19. 
Tilman, Wiliam Wilis, Charlotte st, Old Kent rd, Baker. High Court. Pet 
ay Ord 


Walls Wiliam, Milton next Gravesend, House Furisher. Rochester. Pet May 
a 
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SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA 
Anrti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality 

with the excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it “* the most nutritious, per 
fectly digestible beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
Supper, and invaluable for Invalids and Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
all palates keeps for years in all climates, and is four 
times the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 
with =— &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER than such 


Made fastenteneo asly with . tiling water, a teaspoonful 
to a Breakfas! Cup, costing less than a halfpenny, 
Cocoatiwa a La Vanituzis the most delicate, digestible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
richer chocolate i is prohibited, 

{n tins at 1s. 6d., 3s., 58. 6d., &c., by Chemists and 

Grocers, 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietor, 


H. Scuwsirzzr & Co., 10, Adam-st., Strand, London, W.C 





OUTH DEVON. — Fer Investment and 
Occupation.— Charmingly situated Freehold 
Property, — an easy ve of the favourite 
Co of Torquay and Teignmouth —a 
idence and Land, in extent about an acre, 
@ 2 pleasant position in the midst of an 
nely pretty country, commanding beautiful 
of direction; invigorating climate ; 
on gravel subsoil ; contains 10 rooms 
A any ees offices, with stabling; in excellent 
repair; Orchard and gardens fully stocked with 
choicest ae flowers, and shrubs. Price £1,000.— 
Bho: . JAMES STOOKE, Land Agent, Newton 
Abbot. 7 
ds hee \HE-NEW ZEALAND LAND MORT- 
GAGE COMPANY, Limited. 
Capital £2,000,000, fully subscribed by more than 800 


shareholders. 
£200,000 paid hy Reserve Fund, £5,000. 


The Company’s loans are limited to first-class — 
hold mortgages. The Debenture issue is limited t 
the uncalled capital. 

HoME DIREcrTors. 


H. J. Bristow, Esq. |S Wuriram T. PowEr, 
W. K. GranaM, Esq. 
TH08. gRUssElt, Esq. 


occup 
ex 
viewe 


FALCONER ORTHY, 


aan M. Mrrcuison,| Sir Epwarp y- Star- 
Esq. J J.M.G 


Chairma: 
The Hon. Sir Frep 
late Premier of New Venland: 

The Directors are issuing Terminable Debentures 
bearing interest at 4 per cent. for three years, and 
3 per cent. for five years and upwards. Interest half- 

by Coupons. 
A. M. MITCHISON, Menagin 

Leadenhall-buildings, Leadenha 


Director. 
mdon, E.C. 





EW ORIENTAL BANK CORPORA- 
TION (LIMITED). 
Capital— Authorised, £2,000,000; Paid-up, £500,000. 
London : 40, Threadneedle-street. 


= and AGENCIES—Edinburgh, Bom- 
bay, Calcutta, Madras, Ce wen, , Mauritius, Singapore, 
Hong Kong, ene. okohama, Kobe, Nagasaki, 
Melbourne, and Sydn 
The a buys ‘one Sells Bills of Exchange, makes 
hic transfers, issues letters of credit and 
circular notes, forwards bills for collection, and 
transacts banking and agency ess generally. 
are receiving applications for 4 per 
cent. Debentures in sums of £10 and upwards, secured 
upon the Freehold bank premises in the City of 
London and elsewhere. 
Creditors of the old Bank can o 


obtain ‘ 
P Debenture Stock for the full 
thelr claims. 


ACCIDENTS or DAILY LIFE 


INSURED AGAINST BY 


THE RAILWAY PASSENGERS ASSURANCE COMPANY 


(ESTABLISHED 1849), 
64, CORNHILL, LONUON. 
Capital £1,000,000, 
Income £246,000. 
COMPENSATION PAID ror 112,000 ACCIDENTS, 


£2,215,000. 
CHatnmManN—HARVIE M. FARQUHAR, Esa. 


Apply to the Cee at the Railway Stations, the 
cal Agents, or 
West-end Office a: Granp Horer Buripinas, W.C. 
Or at the 
Head Office :—t4, CORNHILL, LONDON, E.C. 


WILLIAM J. VIAN, Secretary. 


ese | 








EDE AND SON, 
ROBE See MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majesty the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSBL AND BARRISTERS 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 
and Clerks of the Peace, 


CORPORSTION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


#4, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





ORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY 
Established 1836. 
Lompom: 1, Moorgate-street, E.C. Anuspzzn: 1, 
Union-terrace. 
INCOME & FUNDS (1884) :— 
Fire Premiums .. =o vee £573,000 
Life Premiums .., ee 184,000 
Interest... ooo eee 


128,000 
Accumulated Funds ee ae £2,993,00 





ESTABLISHED 1851. 


IRK BECK ee! AN K.=— 

Southampton-buildin; ry-lane. 

HREE per CENT. I TER REST 7 allowed on 
DEBOSTTS, repayable on demand. 

TWO r GENT NTEREST on CURRENT 
ACCOU. TS pe | on the minimum monthly 
aoe, when not drawn below £100. 

ank undertakes for its Customers, free of 

Charge the Custody of Deeds, Writings, and other 

arities and Valuables ; the collection of Bills or 

pow ered Dividends, and ‘Cou ons ; and the purchase 

and sale of Stocks, Shares, and Annuities. tters of 
Credit and Circular Notes issued. 

The BIRKBECK ALMANACK, with full particu- 
lars, post-free, on application. 


FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, Manager. 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
A FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER’S LIST of 
ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, including 
Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting 
and Shooting Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent 
Charges, House Pro: y and Investments generally, is 
published on the first day of each month, and may be 
obtained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, 
£.C., or will be sent by post in return for three stamps.— 
Particulars for insertion should be received not later than 
four days previous to the end of the preceding month. 








M ESSRS. JOHNSON & DYMOND beg 
to announce that their Sales by Auction of 
Plate, Watches, Chains, Jewellery, Precious Stones, 
&ce. ore pela on Mondays, Wednesdays, Taussdeye, 
and Fri 
The attention of Solicitors, Executors, Trustees, 
and others is particularly called By this ready means 
= = disposal of Property of deceased and other 
clien 
Ss ce uence of the frequency of their sales 
D. are enabled to coe yo or smail 
poner Sh at short notice (if required). 
Sales of ture held at private houses. 
Valuations 1 Probate or sfer. Terms on ap- 
plication to the City Auction Rooms (established 
, 88 and 39, Gracechurch-street, 7“ 0. 
essrs, Johnson & ond beg to notify that 
their Auction Sales Wearing Apparel, Piece 
Goods, Household and Office Furniture, Carpets, 
Bedding, &c., are held on each day of "the week 
Saturday excepted) 





BY AUTHORITY, 


The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1883. 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 
ase. 
nee. and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION 
diserbatl printed in the x ~ form for tration and 
bution, SHARE C FICATES, DEBENTURES 
engraved and printed. OF 





FICIAL SEALS desi 
a executed, No Charge for Sketches 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO. 
(late ASH & FLINT), 
Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registratiun Agents, 
49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.C. (curner 
of Serjeants’-inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed, 





UNTEARABLE LETTE 
COPYING BOOKS. 


HOWARD'S PATENT. 


Stronger and more durable than any o ; 
Letter Copying Books now made. 


THE COPYING BOOK FOR THE PROFESS8IG 
Price List UPON APPLICATION. 





WODDERSPOON & CO, 
7, SERLE STREET, anv 1, PORTUGAL STR 
LINCOLN’S INN, W.C. 


PARTRIDGE & COOPE) 


LAW AND GENERAL STATIONERS, | 
1 & 2, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON BA, 


Yaw Copying and Gugrossings 
Osvith panotaalliy and dispatch, et'the lowest scal 
charges, A good Discount allowed on agreed acca 


LAW PRINTING. 
yt Spey OF CLAIM AND DEFENCE, 
AVITS, and other PLEADING, Printed at ls. perf 
DEEDS, CONVEYANCES, MORTGAGES, &c., P. 
n form for "Registration. 
Discount allowed for cash on agreed accounts, — 


LITHOGRAPHY. 
ABSTRACTS, BRIEFS, PETITIONS, DBE 
MINUTES OF EVIDENCE, _Lithographed 
at reduced price: ; 
PLANS OF ESTATES, SPECIFICATIONS, BUI 
ING SOOIETIES’ DEEDS, LEASES, &c., Lithog 
with accuracy and dispatch. 


PARCHMENT AND LEGAL PAP 


Samples and Catalogues sent poat-free. 
HODGKINSON & CO.’S 
HAND-MADE BRIEF, FOOLSC 
and other PAPERS. 
THE MOST SUITABLE FOR SOLICITO, 
Can be obtained through all Stationers. — 
PPOsnise_ ze your HOUSES or APA 
NTS THROUGHOUT on 
MOEDER’S HIRE SYSTEM. 
The original, best, and most liberal. 
Founded A.D. 1868, 


Cash prices. No extra charge for time given, 
Particulars, estimates, Press opinions, testimo 


post-free. 
F, MOEDER, 248, 249. and 250, Tottenh 
food, and 19, 20, and 














21, “orwell-street, Ww. 
ALSO for HIRE ONLY. 


DINNEFORD’S MAGNES 


The best Remedy for 
ACIDITY of the STOMACH, HEARTBURN, HEADA® 
GOUT and INDIGESTION, 


And safest Aperient for Delicate Constitutions, 
Children, and Infants, 


DINNEFORD’S MAGNFESI 
10 H.R.H. THE PRINCE OF WA 
RAND AND 008 OWN saul 
SOUPS, PRESERVED PROVISL 


7 


JOTTED MEATS and YORK and Gé 
PIES, also 
 aseciaries UF BHSF, BEBE fF 
4 
j UBTLE SOUP, and JELLY, and off 
INVALL 




















wWPSULALITIMG ‘tor 


CAUTION :— 3BWARS OF IMITATIONS. 





Sole address 
ll, LITTLE STANHOPE STREET, MAYFAIR, 








